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Introduction: Class Formation 
and the Ottoman Empire 


The Ottoman state evolved from an Anatolian frontier principality in 1299 to become a 
world empire extending from Eastern Europe and the Arabian peninsula to North Africa in 
the sixteenth century; it gradually receded before disappearing in 1922, when, on its 
central lands, the Turkish nation-state emerged. How and why did the Ottoman empire 
decline, eventually to be replaced by the Turkish nation-state? The argument that follows 
focuses on the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, when Ottoman wars and commerce 
with the West interacted with the existing social structure to create a segmented bourgeois 
class formation. It contends that this segmentation of the Ottoman bourgeoisie, dividing 
into its commercial and bureaucratic class fragments, accounted for the decline of the 
Ottoman empire. 

More specifically, it argues that the effects of war, commerce, and the Enlightenment 
concept of "civilization" shaped the parameters of Ottoman social change. The response 
of the Ottoman sultan, also shaped by these parameters, was cast within the context of 
Ottoman Westernization and deeply influenced by the eighteenth- and nineteenth-century 
adoption of Western goods, institutions, and ideas. The sultan increased efforts at confis- 
cation as a means of control and introduced Western-style education to train a new social 
group loyal to his person. Yet his actions produced the unintended consequence of trans- 
forming three Ottoman social groups— merchants, officials, and intellectuals—into an 
emergent bourgeoisie segmented along religious and ethnic lines. In time, the bureaucratic 
element of this segmented bourgeoisie obliterated the commercial minority bourgeoisie, 
leading to the formation of the nation-state. As the Turkish nation-state consolidated itself 
at the expense of the bourgeoisie, Turkey was relegated to the margins of the world 
economic and political order. 


Social Change Analyses of Non-Western Societies 


Karl Marx's words of caution about the universalization of social change models is an 
appropriate starting point for critically analyzing theories of social change as they are 
applied to non- Western societies. Marx, who provided sociology with one of its most 
analytically rigorous paradigms of social change, stated: 
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[T]o change my sketch of the origin of capitalism in Western Europe into an historico- 
philosophical theory of a Universal Progress, fatally imposed on all peoples, regardless 
of the historical circumstances in which they find themselves, ending finally in that 
economic system, which assures both the greatest amount of productive power of 
social labor and the fullest development of man . . . is to do me both too much honor 
and too much discredit. (Wada 1983:59) 


Yet few have heeded Marx's caution. The often uncritical application of social change 
based on the Western European experience to non-Western societies lays bare certain 
problematic assumptions embedded in them. In particular, most extant theorizing on social 
change defines two factors—the West and the bourgeoisie—as the source or instigator of 
change. If and when these factors are absent in non- Western contexts, social change often 
appears incomplete, nonexistent, or only externally introduced by the West, and narratives 
often become predicated on the "chaotic" and/or "static" nature of the non-West. 

For some, this has led to totally abandoning existing social change analyses as 
irrelevant to non-Western societies. If we choose this route, we have to note that new 
analyses have been difficult to come by. Even though Edward Said, dependency theorists, 
and subalternists have vigorously criticized Western paradigms, they have not yet come up 
with adequate alternate formulations. This book assumes a less radical stance. It advocates 
a critical rehabilitation of extant theorizing on social change, seeking to apply this evolv- 
ing model to analyze change in one non-Western society, the Ottoman empire, in the 
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. In doing so, it critically reviews the dominant social 
change analyses of non-Western societies and then, based upon them, defines the parame- 
ters of social change, which are subjected to a critical analysis based on Ottoman archival 
sources. 


The West and Social Change 


Two historical factors contributed to the establishment of the implied connection between 
the West and social change. First, eighteenth- and nineteenth-century Western Europe 
often provided the model case for most social change analyses. Second, many assumed 
this pattern to have become universal as Western influence rapidly expanded to the rest of 
the world through its two unique ingredients, capitalism and democracy, and created 
structures that, on first examination, mirrored the original. 

Even though the meaning of capitalism and democracy varied from context to con- 
text, Western European societies, spearheaded by the bourgeoisie, often tended to imagine 
and define both as universal categories. These categories were then usually employed to 
legitimize Western expansion to the rest of the world. As social change analyses of 
Western European origin tended to become universalized and utilized to measure levels of 
“civilization,” the connection between the West and social change deepened. Also, as the 
eighteenth- and nineteenth-century Western European expansion continued into the twen- 
tieth century, and as the West became the center of accumulated knowledge, the relations 
of Western Europe with the rest of the world came to the forefront, once more privileging 
the role of the West as the “engine” of social change. 

Emerging social change analyses thus elevated a particular historical conjuncture, 
eighteenth- and nineteenth-century Western Europe, into an almost universal theoretical 
construct. Only recently, with new political and economic realignments, has the scope of 
this hegemonic relation between the West and social change become so clearly visible as 
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to require a major reassessment of extant theorizing. The first step in this rethinking is to 
understand the West itself as a social construction. 

The roots of the concept of the West are related to the concept of Europe that 
preceded it and set the ground for its emergence. The concept of Europe was initially tied 
to Christianity (Hay 1957, 1968); its crystallization as a concept occurred in opposition to 
the Muslim attacks against Europe,! and in contrast to the overseas discoveries.? As 
European perceptions expanded geographically and physically, and as Christianity in 
Europe divided into warring factions, “Christendom” slowly became an archaic word and 
was replaced by “Europe” (Hay 1968: 122). It was this overseas expansion and the 
concomitant European control over other societies that later added a qualitative dimension 
to the concept of Europe: the superiority of the Europeans. The Europeans started to view 
the world in terms of “Europe” versus the “others.” “Europe” became the term the 
Europeans attributed to themselves as they encountered the rest of the world; the “West” 
was the term attributed to Europe by the societies that came into contact with it. The 
"West" acquired its present connotation in Russia (Von Laue 1987: 35). Although the 
"West" was never a well-defined, single entity but entailed many social and economic 
dimensions, it had, nevertheless, an imagined unity, one fostered by a new physical image. 

Two elements transformed? eighteenth- and nineteenth-century Western European 
society: political state-making in France and England,^ and the economic development of 
capitalism in England.’ Capitalism mobilized the economic resources of Europe; political 
state-making provided it with a centralized, internally coordinated public organization that 
was in possession of the major concentrated means of coercion. À new independent social 
group, the bourgeoisie, emerged to gain control over these political and economic devel- 
opments. The social era that emerged was equipped with new political and economic 
resources, spearheaded by the bourgeoisie, and was constructed on a new image of 
society, an image physically represented in a novel material culture. 

This new material culture was established on the concepts of civilization, space, and 
fashion. The European self-evaluation that started during and after the overseas expansion 
generated the concept of "civilization"; the term expressed the self-consciousness that 
resulted from technological innovations and changing economic and political conditions 
in Europe, coupled with the self-definition through negation as the Europeans encountered 
more and more societies other than their own (Elias 1978: 3—4). These economic and 
political processes, accompanied by an eighteenth-century population increase, triggered a 
reorganization in the use of space. Living arrangements changed as the rooms within the 
residence became separated according to their functions. The separation of the dining 
room and the ceremonial of the meal spread to the whole of France and England in the 
eighteenth century; a new definition of good manners and a new code of behavior of meals 
developed subsequently." A distinction between three types of space followed: reception 
rooms became required for society, public rooms for ostentation and displays of magnifi- 
cence, and private rooms for comfort. This spatial restructuring was accompanied by the 
development of new furniture, and the decoration of the house became an end in itself.8 
The house now contained many more material artifacts than had been used in Europe ever 
before; the redefinition of the material culture fostered a new conception of fashion as 
certain artifacts (furniture, glass windows, clocks) produced and used in Europe came to 
be defined as "European goods." 

This new fashion differentiated societies, defining those that set the tone and image 
of Europe while excluding others; it also gave an illusion of change, of progress, as one 
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style replaced another. After 1700, keeping up with the times, being fashionable and 
modern by matching the fast pace of changing material artifacts, became an end in itself. 
France became the European center of high culture and fashion because it provided most 
of the elements of the new image of Europe. The French language became the medium of 
diplomacy, scholarship, letters, and polite society (Rudé 1985: 143—44). France became a 
reference society by which to assess change in others (Bendix 1988: 138). This new image 
was so radically different from what preceded it that, around 1765, Duclos claimed that “if 
people who died sixty years ago came back, they would not recognize Paris as far as its 
tables, costumes and customs are concerned" (Braudel 1981: 206). England contributed to 
the reproduction of the new image of Europe by providing it with a new economic 
organization that mass-produced the new, fashionable material artifacts in large quantities. 
France and England? both started to export this material image to other European coun- 
tries and overseas. 

The rulers in the rest of Europe—Joseph I of Portugal, Christian VII of Denmark, 
Charles III of Spain, Joseph II of Austria, the Margrave Charles Frederick of Baden, and 
Archduke Leopold of Tuscany—all attempted to imitate France and England. When two 
new rulers, Frederick the Great of Prussia and Catherine II of Russia, joined in on this 
demeanor, a debate ensued as to whether Prussia and Russia were, or could ever be, 
“European.” Hence, as the new image of society spread to other countries in Europe, the 
social boundaries of who should be considered a part of Europe were negotiated. Those 
who were left outside the European boundaries started to refer to Europe as the “West.” 
Increasing contact with the rest of the world through the expansion of markets solidified a 
monolithic image of Europe as the "West" in the eyes of the rest of the world. This 
European expansion produced fleeting counter-effects; contact with China, for example, 
fostered the vogue for orientalism and the cult of chinoiserie in art, literature, and philoso- 
phy of the age. This led to the alteration of gardens in the oriental fashion and the 
reproduction, in Europe, of Chinese pottery, furniture, and lacquer painting (Clark 1939: 
39). The main difference between this contact and the contact Europe was about to have 
with the rest of the world was that the former generated a brief fashion, whereas the latter 
seemed to alter irretrievably the structures of the societies with which it came into contact. 
What ascertained the diffusion of the West was the political, economic, and military power 
of Europe. 

Westernization marked the first stage of Europe's permanent impact on the rest of the 
world; it evolved to refer to the transformations societies underwent to become like the 
West. What these transformations were and how one became like the West never became 
clear, however. All too often, ““Westernization” alluded to an imagined transformation and 
had at best, as empirical evidence, the adoption of the physical attributes of the West, 
namely, its mode of dress, aesthetics, or material culture. What was Westernized was 
simply what appeared Western; what appeared Western in turn was a measure of social 
change. This was partially the consequence of the expanding role of science and technolo- 
gy in defining the West—achievements in material culture became “measures of men" 
(Adas 1989). The ambiguity of the term ““Westernization” was mostly due to the fact that it 
appeared as an imagined construct, which each receiving society defined according to its 
own experience (Berdyaev 1947; Pak 1974; Darling 1979; Maruyamo 1980). 

In spite of its ambiguity, '"Westernization" was nevertheless used in differentiating 
those who “developed and progressed" after the Western mode from those who had not. It 
became a very significant force in human history, one that united, for the first time in 
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human experience,!? the whole world under a single imagined social construct and thus 
provided a single, worldwide framework for understanding and assessing human activ- 
ities. Westernization spread, or was imagined to have spread, for the first time, to the 
world in its entirety. At one historical juncture, it gave Europe the imperial control of some 
85 percent of the world’s land surface (Von Laue 1987: 25). 

The Westernization process, prevalent in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, 
gave way to the concept of modernization in the twentieth century. “Modernization” 
replaced *Westernization" after World War II, when the latter term was deemed “too 
parochial to comprehend the communication mode that had spread regularly patterned 
social change so swiftly and so widely as to require a global referent" (Lerner and 
Coleman 1968: 386). "Westernization," this viewpoint argued, referred solely to the 
relations of Western societies with other societies; *modernization," however, presumably 
covered a global phenomenon and included relations between non-Western societies as 
well. In reality, what *modernization" actually did was to eliminate the reference of the 
process to the unique experience of a number of European societies (ie., “West”- 
ernization), and make the European political and economic transformations of the eigh- 
teenth century a universal experience (i.e., “modern”-ization). 

Daniel Lerner defined modernization as “the current term for the process of social 
change whereby less developed societies acquire characteristics common to more devel- 
oped societies; the process is activated by international, or intersocietal communication” 
(1968: 386—409). Two aspects of this definition are noteworthy, namely, the set contrast 
between developed and less developed societies, and the evolutionary process by which 
one proceeds from one to the other. What was meant by developed societies was the West, 
the yardstick for the rest of the world. How this yardstick could then be employed 
throughout the world had no set pattern. Modernization assumed that all aspects of 
modernity were up for adoption simultaneously by the follower "traditional" societies, 
which then "naturally" transformed into “modernized” ones. Traditional society as a 
sociological construct appeared to be all that a modern society was not, and tradition 
became a totalizing category comprising “all” that prevented a society from modernizing, 
from changing.!! "Modernization" became a blanket term for contemporary social 
change.!? One can even conjecture that “modernization” was no more than a culturally 
neutral, contemporaneous term for “Westernization.” 

In discussions of Westernization and modernization, these processes often became 
synonymous with social change. It was the processes emanating from Europe, continually 
changing and “progressing,” that formed the origin of social change; what came to be 
referred to as social change was often little more than what had occurred in Europe. 
Similarly, in non-Western contexts, all that was associated with the West causally marked 
the origin of social change. ““Westernization” had at least identified the West as the source 
of change; yet “modernization” assumed that such a relation no longer existed, or, if it did 
exist, that it was insignificant. 

A reconsideration of the historical impact of the West forms the first stage in devel- 
oping a critical, theoretical engagement. Eric Wolf (1982), who has been a leader in this 
effort, cogently argues that the worldwide process of European commercial and industrial 
expansion cannot and should not be studied without taking into account the common 
people in the West and the non-West.!? He also notes that Europe itself was never as 
homogenous as it was purported to be (379), that the unity of the West was an imagined 
unity. Similarly, Michael Adas (1989) illustrates how, after the industrial revolution, the 
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Europeans used science, technology, and material culture as a standard to justify their 
domination of the rest of the world. This scientific legitimation soon led to the establish- 
ment of causality between the West and social change. Adas states: 


As the pace of scientific discovery and technological innovation quickened in Europe 
and North America, while societies in other areas appeared to stagnate or break down, 
growing numbers of writers sought to determine the causes of Europe's unique trans- 
formation and the meaning of what they viewed as the failure of non-European peoples 
to initiate their own scientific and industrial revolutions. (1989: 153—54). 


Hence scientific and technological accomplishments quickly became the criterion for 
Western superiority independent of their historical roots. Such technological achievements 
were even defined as the cause of change itself. Models of social change became ahistori- 
cal; scholars assumed that the same economic and political processes could be replicated 
anywhere to produce similar results. 

How, then, to diminish this bias? Many social scientists have argued for the need to 
rethink our understanding of social change. Most recently, Immanuel Wallerstein has 
suggested that we "unthink" all the nineteenth century—based social science paradigms 
since “many of their presumptions are misleading and constrictive . . . and have too much 
of a hold on our mentalities" (1991: 1). This proposition reiterates Charles Tilly's argu- 
ment that the social sciences need "historically grounded analyses of big structures and 
large processes as alternatives to timeless ones of social change coming from our nine- 
teenth century heritage" (1984: 2). Indeed, in his work Tilly demonstrates the contex- 
tuality of social science theories by delineating the assumptions that needed to be dis- 
missed.!^ Yet the alternative he proposes, that the neutral boundaries of change can be 
articulated by differentiating historical levels of change (1984: 61), still cannot easily 
escape its historical determination and contextual boundedness by the West. 

Where, then, to turn for guidance in overcoming this Western bias? The natural 
starting point could be the words of Karl Marx, the social thinker who defined the 
discourse on social change in both the Western and non-Western contexts. His work on the 
transition from the feudal to the capitalist mode of production highlighted Western Eu- 
ropean change, and his formulation of the Asian mode of production is often employed to 
analyze the seeming absence of change in non-Western contexts. It should be noted, 
however, that Marx himself would probably have been the first to critique the historicity 
of his formulations. He openly states, for example 


No credit is due to me for discovering the existence of classes in modern society, nor 
yet the struggle between them. Long before me bourgeois historians had described the 
historical development of this struggle of the classes, and bourgeois economists the 
economic anatomy of the classes. What I did that was new was to prove . . . that 
the existence of classes is only bound up with particular historical phases in the 
development of production. (Althusser and Balibar 1970: 202; emphasis mine) 


Indeed, Marx's works, especially the 1844 manuscripts, are laden with careful references 
to the historicity of the change he depicts.!^ Not only did historical events structure 
Marx's thinking, but his model of change explained best those events he knew and cared 
about the most, namely, the development of capitalism in Western Europe.!$ This line of 
reasoning also reveals why his much celebrated Asian mode of production model ran into 
problems (Bailey and Llobera 1981), if only because his knowledge of the non-Western 
system was limited.!" Given this limitation, it is not surprising that he located change 
outside the Asian mode as emanating from the West. 
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Yet in his formulation of the Asian mode, Marx echoed the highlights of an ancient 
European tradition of social thought on the Orient. From its roots in Hellenic times to 
Machiavelli, to Hobbes and Montesquieu, this tradition portrayed the Orient as despotic 
and socially stagnant. Two interrelated factors transformed this depiction from conjecture 
to imagined fact. One was European imperialism. The portrayal of the Orient as stagnant, 
thus incapable of change and progress, and as despotic, thus in need of “enlightenment” 
and "civilization" at all costs, justified Western penetration (Said 1978). The other factor 
was the concomitant expansion of capitalism. As capitalism expanded, it did not unify the 
history of the world but instead universalized the history of Western Europe (Vilar 1973). 
Hence the cause and consequence sequence of social change paradigms reversed. As 
scholars observed the consequences of the capitalist expansion on indigenous non- 
Western societies, they identified these consequences, rather than indigenous social pro- 
cesses, as change. 

This traditional connection between social change models and the West also clearly 
influenced studies in non-Western contexts. The West developed and believed in a model 
of change based on its own historical experience and used the non-West only as a mirror 
to view its own image. Moreover, the West did not use this reflection much for self- 
improvement but as a justification for the exploitation of the non-West. From the perspec- 
tive of the non-West, not only were its societies not studied for what they were, but they 
were, more seriously, misjudged and mistreated for what they were not and could never be. 


The Bourgeoisie and Social Change 


Most scholars who debate the specific role of the bourgeoisie in eighteenth- and 
nineteenth-century Western European transformations often recognize the agency of this 
class in generating social change. Once transported into non-Western contexts, however, 
this implied connection between the Western European bourgeoisie and change often 
leads to an unsuccessful search for such a bourgeoisie. If by chance such a group is found, 
it appears to be fractured or fragmented.!? Then, the search for an intact agent of change in 
the non-Western context leads many to the only organized, publicly visible, effective, and 
rational institution—the state. Once the state replaces the bourgeoisie as the key social 
actor, it weighs upon the society and structures change. Subsequent social change models 
almost always become static. 

How, then, are we to problematize this latent causal connection between the bour- 
geoisie and social change in order to prevent the formation of static models? A good 
starting point is a brief survey of the historical formation of the bourgeoisie in Western 
Europe and its subsequent spread to the rest of the world. In the study of the bourgeoisie, 
the etymology of the term "bourgeoisie" seems to be one of the few points of agreement 
among scholars, who (Brinkmann 1968: 654—56; Wallerstein 1989: 91; Pillbeam 1990: 4) 
trace the Western European origin of the term first to the Latin form burgensis in 1007 and 
then to its French record as burgeis in 1100, where "bourgeois" evolves to denote the 
inhabitant of a bourg, an urban area. The main unifying characteristic of this bourgeoisie 
as a social group is the Western European bourgeois experience; it becomes extremely 
difficult to separate the abstract term from its historical occurrence. The image of the 
bourgeois emerges as a composite picture including a new style of life based on novel 
consumption patterns, a new way of accumulating capital founded on distinctive financial 
activities, and a new mode of participating in public life grounded in a unique definition of 
democracy. 
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Most scholars agree (e.g., Sewell 1979: 49, 1980: 283-84; Aminzade 1981: 281; 
Calhoun 1982: 215; Seed and Wolff 1984: 39; Hobsbawm 1989: 20; Wallerstein 1989: 92; 
Koditschek 1990: 17) that this image becomes a historical reality only by the late nine- 
teenth century. How does this class formation occur? Western European studies on the 
bourgeoisie concur that this class forms not on its own merits,!? but instead in opposition 
to the working class.2° Wallerstein, summarizing this view, skeptically comments: “And 
yet, to my knowledge, virtually [no one] writes a book on the making of the bour- 
geoisie. . . . It is as though the bourgeoisie were a given, and therefore acted upon others: 
upon the aristocracy, upon the state, upon the workers. It seems not to have origins, but to 
emerge full-grown out of the head of Zeus . . .” This predetermined active role is predi- 
cated upon that famous description of the bourgeoisie in Marx and Engels’ Communist 
Manifesto: 


The bourgeoisie cannot exist without constantly revolutionising the instruments of 
production, and thereby the relations of production, and with them the whole relations 
of society. . . . All fixed, frozen relations, with their train of ancient venerable preju- 
dices and opinions, are swept away, all new ones become antiquated before they can 
ossify. All that is solid melts into air, all that is holy is profaned, and man is at last 
compelled to face with sober sense, his real conditions of life, and his relations with his 
kind. (Marx 1978 [1848]: 83) 


Hence the bourgeoisie sweeps and transforms all in its path. Marx and Engels, agreeing on 
the cruelty of the bourgeoisie and its exploitation of mankind, focus their attention on the 
creation of the only force that could overthrow the bourgeoisie—the working class. Most 
of the subsequent literature on class formation is on working-class formation (e.g., 
Thompson 1963; Przeworski 1977; Mann 1977; Burawoy 1979; Stedman Jones 1983; 
Katznelson and Zalberg 1986; Hanagan and Stephenson 1986; Kimeldorf 1988). 

What can we reconstruct about bourgeois class formation from the Western European 
bourgeois experience? Before the French revolution, the bourgeoisie comprised, "in every 
city, wealthy commoners living on their investments [including] judicial administrative 
officers, lawyers, notaries, doctors, merchants, apothecaries, innkeepers, grocers, shop- 
keepers, artisans" (Sewell 1980: 19). This social stratum developed in contradistinction to 
the major division in feudal Europe between the aristocracy on one side and the common- 
ers on the other?! An individual worth based on status and income?? was the most 
significant attribute along which this stratum developed (Hobsbawm 1989: 23—24, 26). 
This stratum probably started to transform into a class with the French revolution (Sewell 
1979: 49), which made property the basic institution of social and political order; yet, even 
though the French revolution made the bourgeoisie, it may not have been made by them.?? 

The problems with the concept of the bourgeoisie increase when it is studied within 
the context of England, the Western European society that spearheaded eighteenth- and 
nineteenth-century economic transformation.?^ If similar structural elements unite the 
bourgeoisie, they ought to be found in both France and England, since the French and 
English revolutions occurred under comparable conditions. An eminent English historian 
argues, however, that English society could "not be called a bourgeois society because 
entrepreneurial landed elite continued to dominate" (Stone 1985: 53—54).?5 Yet another 
scholar notes that this “failure” of the British bourgeoisie is due to the “idealized notion of 
an immutable, monolithic bourgeoisie" (Gunn 1988: 25). 

Subsequent analysis of the concept within the context of German society reveals 
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further particularities that almost make the definition of a uniform bourgeoisie untenable. 
Given the emancipatory stance of the bourgeoisie in France and England, the assumed role 
of the German bourgeoisie in assisting fascism often leads to the treatment of the German 
case as an "exception" to the rule.26 Yet the most convincing critique of the German 
exceptionalism argument specifically points out that this misinterpretation is due to 
* western," most particularly Anglo-American and French developments [being] taken as 
a yardstick against which German history is measured and found wanting," (Blackbourn 
and Eley 1984: 10). Eley in particular (1984: 40—41) questions the set of assumptions?" 
about the historical agency of the bourgeoisie that lead to the assessment of the German 
bourgeoisie in such a negative light. He suggests instead that one needs to study each 
historical process in its own context and focus not on the German peculiarity but on “the 
French, British and German particularities" (1984: 154). 

The location and role of the bourgeoisie in non-Western contexts has been heavily 
influenced by Barrington Moore's (1967) path-breaking work on the social origins of 
dictatorship and democracy. Moore compares the Western cases of England, France, and 
the United States with the non-Western, exceptional cases of Japan, Germany, China, and 
Russia. The bourgeoisie assumes a very significant role in structuring the conditions 
leading to a specific political outcome. The strong bourgeoisie in England, France, and the 
United States guarantees a democratic route; the combination of a weak bourgeoisie and a 
strong state, as in Japan and Germany, leads to fascism; and the coalition of a weak 
bourgeoisie with a strong peasantry, as in Russia and China, results in communism. Theda 
Skocpol's (1979) subsequent analysis on revolutionary change adds to the transformatory 
role of the bourgeoisie that of the state. 

The assumed relationship between the bourgeoisie, the state, and social change also 
becomes significant in Third World contexts. Analyses of social change in, for instance, 
the Arab world (Berger 1950), the Sudan (Mahmoud 1984), Algeria (Lazreg 1976), India 
(Chibbar 1967), Pakistan (Weiss 1991), China (Bergere (1986), Peru (Becker 1983), and 
Latin American (Allahar 1990) assume, de facto, the existence of a fractured bourgeoisie 
that never measures up to the imagined Western role, a bourgeoisie often overshadowed 
by a strong state. Yet in no case does the bourgeoisie adequately fulfill its historical role, 
as imagined in the French context. As Peter Evans aptly observes, such depictions of the 
bourgeoisie often obfuscate rather than explain Third World social change: 


For analysts of the original Industrial Revolution, the conquering bourgeoisie may be a 
useful ideal type. For students of peripheral capitalism, it distracts attention from the 
actual role of local owners of capital and leads to a focus on what the local bourgeoisie 
is not rather than on what it is.... Empirical analyses of the local bour- 
geoisie . . . have established that local industrialists boast neither the economic nor the 
political characteristics required by the ideal type. (1982: 8212-21) 


Obviously, the bourgeoisie has spread throughout the world, and still more obviously, 
other countries have attempted to replicate the Western experience, often with the support 
of the state. But the manifest similarities of outcome do not imply corresponding affinities 
in internal dynamics or social processes. Comparative work needs to be validated by an in- 
depth analysis of each case, on its own merits. 

It is for this reason that I focus on social change in a non-Western society, the 
Ottoman empire, at exactly the time when Western European models of change emerged. 
The first step in this project is to analyze the existing paradigms of Ottoman social change. 


12 Rise of the Bourgeoisie, Demise of Empire 


Existing Analyses of Ottoman Social Change 


Analysts of Ottoman social change often search for elements of success in Ottoman 
society during its formation into an empire, for causes of weakness during its reign, and 
for seeds of destruction during its decline. Also, most explicate this rise-and-fall model of 
Ottoman change in relation to the transformations in the West. In assuming this stance, 
most students of Ottoman transformation build on an intellectual foundation provided by 
Max Weber and Karl Marx, to which I now must turn.?8 


Weberian Analyses 


In Max Weber's?? classification of societies in terms of rational, traditional, and charis- 
matic authority, Ottoman society would fall under traditional authority,?? where obe- 
dience is owed to the ruler, who in turn is bound by tradition and law (1978, I: 215—106, II: 
942—43). Weber specifically places the Ottoman political system under “patrimonialism 
and, in the extreme case, sultanism [which] tend to arise whenever traditional domination 
develops an administration and a military force which are purely personal instruments of 
the master" (1978, I: 231—32). Weber assumes that this combination of an inviolable 
traditional prescription with a personal one implies “completely arbitrary decision mak- 
ing" on the part of the sultan; sultanism thus serves as a substitute for “a regime of rational 
rules” (1978, II: 1041). The personal and arbitrary exercise of power,?! which distin- 
guishes the Ottoman case, also inhibits the development of an Ottoman bourgeoisie, which 
could have spearheaded social change.?? In another context, Weber refers to the "Turkish 
feudal system" and adds another variable—religion—to his depiction. Capitalism fails to 
develop in Ottoman society due to the combination of the religion of Islam as the source of 
traditionalism and the assumed arbitrariness of the ruler. 

Weber's analysis of patrimonialism develops as a negative case to his study of the 
development of rational rule in Western Europe. Weber uses what patrimonialism “lacks” 
to explain the absence of its transition to capitalism;?? traditionalism and arbitrariness are 
cited as the two obstacles to this transition.34 He then analyzes in detail the elements?5 that 
obstruct the development of capitalism. Yet, how does social change ever take place 
within such a system? The source of change is embedded in the household?6 of the ruler; it 
is the continuous conflict between the master and his administrative staff over the control 
of sources of power that creates change.?7 Yet Weber does not specify what is behind this 
continuous conflict or how it gets reproduced. 

Weber's dichotomization of societies?? into those with rational authority (viz. the 
West) and those with traditional authority (viz. the non- West) has augmented some social 
scientists' analysis of non-Western societies as "traditional." In its attempt to analyze the 
non-West, the functionalist school adopted Weber's characterization of patrimonial arbi- 
trariness and personal rule. For instance, in his evolutionary and comparative evaluation of 
societies, Talcott Parsons classified the Islamic empires as a "historic" intermediate. His 
description of Islam, which is at best a caricature of Weber's depiction, extends Weber's 
arbitrariness of rule to the arbitrariness of the Islamic religion.?? 

Samuel Eisenstadt's search into the roots of the patrimonial model identifies different 
patterns of change in traditional societies.4° He also follows Weber's definition of the 
source of change closely as he also identifies the ruler and religion as the source of 
change*! in empires: the very organs the ruler creates to implement his goals and policies 
develop contradictory results, and the "strong otherworldly attitude and political pas- 
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sivity" of Islam hinder change and instead sustain the despotic character of existing 
regimes (Weber 1978, I: 138-39). In his analysis of power and privilege, Gerhard Lenski 
(1984: 276, 284) also adopts Weber's location of change in traditional societies within the 
ruler's household. Classifying the Ottoman empire as an agrarian society, Lenski argues 
that its main struggle is enacted between the ruler and the "governing class" over control 
of the resources of land and office. 

Weber's emphasis on religion has led some scholars to identify Islam as a primary 
factor separating Middle Eastern and Western models of social change.?? Many have 
focused, in particular, on Weber's conjecture about Islam and the nondevelopment of 
capitalism. For instance, Maxime Rodinson (1972, 1987) has argued that Islam is not 
necessarily incompatible with capitalism; Stephen Turner (1978) has compared Protestant 
and Islamic thought to conclude that the elements constraining the emergence of capital- 
ism are embedded not in Islam but instead in the military bureaucratic structures that 
dominate Islamic societies.^? Ernest Gellner (1981) has argued that Islam would have led 
to capitalism had it not been for certain historical conjunctures. 

Bernard Lewis (1962, 1979, 1982, 1986) applies this implied connection between 
Islam and social change to the Ottoman empire and argues that Islam affects the nature of 
the Ottoman interaction with the West. The Islamic division between the House of Islam 
and the House of War (i.e., the West) hindered Ottoman access to the West,44 and the 
Islamic tradition against the adoption of innovation or novelty impeded Ottoman adoption 
of the West.45 Lewis also points to how the Ottomans took exception to this tradition and 
adapted the European practice in warfare by referring to another saying of the Prophet, 
that it was just “to fight the infidels with their own weapons" (Lewis 1982: 224-25). Even 
though religion is based on prescriptions rather than actual practices, societies often 
interpret these prescriptions to suit their own interests. 

Following Weber, Sabri Ülgener (19812, 1981b) uses the internal dynamics of Islam 
to explain Ottoman nonchange in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries; this "retrogres- 
sion" stems from the emergence of heterodox Islam and the mystical tradition contained 
within it (1981b: 30—31, 82-83, 98, 101—9, 197). As Islamic mysticism replaces the 
dynamic perception of life with a static one based on patience and resignation, the Islamic 
civilization starts to wane; as Muslims lose interest in economic production, retrogression 
ensues.^6 Yet Ülgener, like Lewis, often treats the texts’ prescribed causes as real ones. He 
overlooks the fact that interpretations of social change by religious texts fail to reflect the 
multiplicity of causes that the social actors involved in the transformation provide.^? 

Still other studies categorize Ottoman social groups on the basis of religious attitude, 
as reformist Westernizers or traditionalist reactionaries. Niyazi Berkes (1964: 23—30), for 
instance, states that Ottoman traditionalists and reformists negotiated the West; one 
wanted new techniques of military art, while the other realized that a seemingly insignifi- 
cant innovation had the capacity to destroy the harmony of the whole. According to this 
formulation, Ottoman social change^? was located in this constant tension. Serif Mardin 
(1960) lends support to this argument by describing how Ottoman reformists eventually 
won over the conservatives and how reason replaced religion as the panacea for the 
problems of Ottoman society. 

Weber's emphasis on the transformative role of the state has also alerted scholars to 
cases that, like the Ottoman empire, formed outside the inherent blueprints of France and 
England. For instance, in their analyses of social change in the Prussian and German 
empires, some scholars (Dahrendorf 1967; Mann 1986, 1993; Gorski 1993) have articu- 
lated the complex role of the state on contemporary social change. In the German case, 
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Dahrendorf notes how, because of the active role the state assumed in industrialization, 
Germany remained a “mixture of free trade and state bureaucracy, private economy and 
interventionism, bourgeois and military order" (1967:59). Like the Ottoman empire, Ger- 
many industrialized mainly in the second half of the nineteenth century and at a very high 
rate; Dahrendorf argues that the speed and lateness of state-sponsored industrialization, 
coupled with inherited social structures, produced a small and powerless bourgeoisie. The 
German feudal elite coopted this bourgeoisie, and the state bureaucracy joined with the 
military to produce "an elite [that] was the state" (Dahrendorf 1967: 221). Dahrendorf thus 
analyzes the formation of a state-dominated bourgeoisie, but the monolithic presence of 
the "state" seems to swallow up the agency of the social group comprising it. 

Michael Mann (1986, 1993) provides a textured analysis of the nineteenth-century 
transformation of the European state and civil society. Mapping out four sources of social 
power—ideological, economic, military, and political—that interacted to produce this 
transformation, Mann argues that in Europe, after 1660, a transformation occurred from 
“intensive feudal dynamic" to “extensive power of the state," whereby the state with 
coordinated but decentralized power relations gave way to a novel organic, centralized 
state (1986: 450, 458). Particularly after 1850, he notes how states “vastly extended their 
civilian scope and, quite unintentionally, this integrated the nation-state, fostered national 
classes, and weakened transnational and local-regional power actors" (1993: 4). Mann's 
willingness to go beyond economic and political power to include the ideological^? and 
the military enables him to capture the complexity of the European transformation in state 
and civil society. 

Halil Inalcik employs state documents to study the role of state tradition in structur- 
ing Ottoman social change. He specifically analyzes Ottoman justice decrees>° to docu- 
ment the Ottoman decline,>! where changing military tactics and mounting inflation5? 
emerge as the main causes (1972: 342, 345—46). İnalcık then documents the ensuing 
Ottoman historical transformation whereby a new Ottoman social group, the provincial 
notables, emerges from these military and economic changes the West had induced5? to 
sap the strength of the Ottoman state. These notables^^ emerge at the expense of the state 
until the sultan slowly and systematically suppresses them in the mid-nineteenth centu- 
ry.°> Western military and financial transformations lead to the devolution and deteriora- 
tion of Ottoman state power; as the dissipation of power from the centralized state fails to 
produce alternate political organizations, the demise of the Ottoman empire ensues.>¢ 

The analytical framework of Weberian analyses thus colors the approach to Ottoman 
society: societal processes are observed only insofar as they affect religion and rule. Such 
a stand often relegates the cornerstone of Marxian analysis—economic processes and 
conflicts—to an ancillary position. 


Marxist Analyses 


Marx's depiction of non-Western social change appears analytically weak when compared 
to his rigorous analyses of Western European change.5? The Ottoman empire, according to 
his formulation of non-Western change, would be based on the Asian mode of produc- 
tion,?? defined as a static system with no intermediate forces between self-reproducing 
villages and the state. Marx argues that significant change, comprising the economic 
transformation of society and the emergence of classes, could come to such a system only 
from the outside (Turner 1984: 23). He argues, in the case of Asia, for instance, that Asia 
has "no history at all, at least no known history. What we call its history is but the history 
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of successive intruders who founded their empires on the passive basis of that unresisting 
and unchanging society" (Marx 1978 [1848]: 81; emphases mine). Indeed, not only is the 
society static, but the Asian state also acts as the major internal inhibitor of change.5? The 
strength of the state inhibits the development of indigenous agents of change such as 
the bourgeoisie (Turner 1984: 51). Not surprisingly, what we are left with is the colonizing 
West as the source of all change. Even though Marx does not approve of the Western 
capitalist exploitation of the rest of the world, he is willing to tolerate it for the forces of 
change Western penetration would introduce to the static East. 

Marx's conception of the Asian. mode of production ought to be critically analyzed 
within its own historicity. After Marx, scholars like Perry Anderson demonstrate (1979: 
361—94) how, throughout history, the West only studied Asia to better understand its own 
social structure. This long “Western” tradition of thought extended back to Aristotle, who 
was the first to compare the different systems of political rule, in his case, those in the 
civilized Hellenic world with the barbarian East. In the sixteenth century, Machiavelli 
used the Ottoman state as the antithesis of a European monarchy; he juxtaposed royal 
sovereignty in the West to the despotic, lordly power of the East. Jean Bodin also differen- 
tiated the royal sovereignty of the European states from the lordly power of the despotic 
Ottoman state. In the seventeenth century, as the Ottomans exerted their dominance in 
Europe, Francis Bacon argued that the fundamental distinction that explained Ottoman 
military success was the social absence of a hereditary Ottoman aristocracy. The Ottoman 
sultan's juridical monopoly over landed property was emphasized later in the century. 

Perry Anderson uses absolutism to explain both the rise of the West9? and the 
variations in Western absolutism that center around property and privileges.©! In contra- 
distinction to the West, in Eastern absolutism, Anderson argues, the institution of fief 
systems never became entrenched, and public authority never became juridically limited 
or divided (1979: 221—22). Yet in spite of his very detailed and conscious analysis of 
Western preconceptions of the East, Anderson himself defines the East as separate and 
different from the West. He states, for instance, that the Ottoman empire®? “camped in the 
[European] continent without ever becoming naturalized into its social or political sys- 
tem." This, according to Anderson, was due not to a lack of effort on the part of the 
Europeans but to a shortcoming of the Ottomans themselves: the "attempts by the Eu- 
ropean powers to 'align' the Porte with the different institutional norms of Vienna, St. 
Petersburg or London were equally futile: it belonged to another universe" (1979: 390, 
398). This divide between the East and the West facilitates the emergence of the causal 
fallacy of using the description of an observed difference between the East and the West as 
a causal explanation and assumes that there ought to be two different models of change for 
the Eastern and Western contexts.© 

Even though Marx and Engels portrayed the state in the Western context as an 
instrument of the ruling class, with no agency of its own, many scholars (Moore 1967; 
Anderson 1979; Skocpol 1979; Tilly 1980, 1984) employed Marx's Asian mode of pro- 
duction to generate a state-centered approach to social change.9^ These interpretations 
focused on political structure and the state in terms of their effect on the forces of 
production and defined the state as a political organization that, by its very presence and 
on its own, structured the forces of production. The state as such generated and structured 
social change.95 Theda Skocpol (1979) in particular differentiated the state and dominant 
classes and argued that the tension between these two formations over surplus appropria- 
tion generated social change.96 Yet such a conception cannot foreclose the treatment of the 
state as a structure that precedes societal formation; it cannot avoid reproducing the 
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conception of state in the Asian mode as a predetermined, monolithic, unchanging social 
actor that forces change on society but is not transformed by social forces. Indeed, 
Skocpol’s analyses of social change in non-Western contexts, specifically, "Third World 
revolutions,” argue that Third World revolutions succeed only “within the context of direct 
colonial or sultanistic-neopatrimonial rule” (Goodwin and Skocpol 1989: 503). 

State-centered interpretations of Middle Eastern social change have continued to 
draw heavily on Marx’s Asian model. For example, in analyzing the processes of change 
within “peripheral” capitalism, Samir Amin argues that “the external influences and 
internal dynamics that came together to produce capitalism never came together as such in 
the Arab world and Black Africa” (1976: 36-51). Amin also acknowledges the historicity 
of change when he argues that the conditions that produced Western transformation were 
not available for the non-Western latecomers to the capitalist system (1976: 203). In 
addition, he differentiates social groups within the state and without and notes that non- 
Western change entails the emergence of a “state bourgeoisie” from the strong bureau- 
cracy, which then gains strength at the expense of “the weaker and unbalanced develop- 
ment of the local bourgeoisie” (1976: 345-46). Ellen Kay Trimberger (1978) similarly 
traces the emergence, in Turkey and Egypt, of the “revolution from above” to an autono- 
mous bureaucratic state apparatus. Both Amin and Trimberger define the social groups 
affiliated with the state as becoming the major political actors in non-Western social 
change. Hence, rather than problematizing the stagnant conception of the state, they both 
append a dynamic social group—the state bureaucracy—to the conception. Similarly, 
Aijaz Ahmad traces the unsuccessful emergence of a Third World bourgeoisie to the 
historicity of state formation, in that “the peripheral state emerges before the emergence of 
bourgeoisie as a politically dominant class” (1985: 48). 

Malak Zaalouk (1989) continues this line of reasoning when he argues, in the case of 
Egypt, that the nineteenth-century Egyptian bourgeoisie, unlike its European counterpart, 
was created by the state. Robert Sprinborg concurs as he argues that the Egyptian state 
“continues to retard the development of the bourgeoisie, giving preference to those classes 
more instrumental to its rule, while simultaneously seeking to fragment all constituencies 
to facilitate a divide and rule strategy” (1990:467). In the Middle Eastern context, the state 
seems to have the implied dynamic role of the bourgeoisie in Western social change. Most 
recent analyses on the state bourgeoisie (Richards and Waterbury 1990; Waterbury 1991) 
complement this portrayal by bringing in the commercial bourgeoisie, the development of 
which was hindered in the Middle East by the ethnic®’ nature of the entrepreneurial class: 
frequently, "entrepreneurial functions were carried out by combinations of large foreign 
institutions, and non-national intermediaries such as the Armenians, Jews, and Syro- 
Lebanese in Egypt, or by outright foreigners like the Greeks in Egypt" (Richards and 
Waterbury 1990: 402). The Middle Eastern state is thus depicted as developing to benefit 
the state bourgeoisie at the expense of the commercial bourgeoisie. In all, these concep- 
tions do not adequately problematize the process of state formation in the Middle East; the 
emergence of the state as a major actor is almost spontaneous, similar to Wallerstein's 
depiction of the bourgeoisie as emerging “full-grown out of the head of Zeus.” All these 
conceptions employ the category of the state not as a social construct but rather as a 
classificatory tool for dividing society into different social segments. 

State-centered explanation of Ottoman social change follow this analytical emphasis 
on the exceptional role of the state. Mardin argues that even though "controlling strategic 
positions in the Ottoman state was more significant and profitable than exercising such 
control on the production apparatus," the Ottoman state and economy were "too intercon- 
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nected for the development of a bourgeoisie" (1967: 138-39). Keyder also emphasizes 
this exceptionalism to explain the lack of a bourgeois revolution in Turkey; he points out 
that it was "the peculiar status of the bureaucracy as a ruling class, which implied the 
absence of a land-owning commercial oligarchy, and the ethnic differentiation which 
occluded the class struggle, that prevented Ottoman social development from embarking 
upon any of the well-known trajectories seen elsewhere" (1988: 200). Indeed, this dynam- 
ic role of the state becomes a permanent feature in Ottoman social change analyses at the 
expense of social classes. Gerber emphasizes the absence of a landed upper class and the 
presence of a strong, centralized “bureaucratic bourgeoisie" (1987: 171—73); Ahmad 
stresses the omnipotence of the Ottoman idea of the state, which “hindered the evolution 
of classes strong enough to press their interests against those of the State" (1980: 329). Yet 
one first has to problematize the bifurcation of the political and the economic before 
dismissing the latter at the expense of the former; the privileging of the political encour- 
ages the definition of the state as a social actor at the expense of other social groups.98 

Immanuel Wallerstein (1974, 1979) attempts to improve the static Marxist analyses 
of the East by introducing the variable of the world economic system. Rather than 
focusing on the complex process of Westernization in the world, Wallerstein highlights the 
production process in general and the expansion of the European world economy to the 
rest of the world in particular. He specifically uses the Ottoman empire®? as a case to 
illustrate the process through which different segments of the world were incorporated 
into such a system. The periodization and process of Ottoman incorporation, which 
becomes a crucial issue in his research (Wallerstein 1979: 391; Wallerstein and Kasaba 
1983), is then analyzed almost exclusively through European historical records, and the 
actual Ottoman incorporation into the world-economy is dated as circa 1750—1839.70 
Wallerstein, one may argue, privileges in his analysis of change the nature of Western 
economic expansion over the dynamics of incorporated societies;7! even though the 
world-system approach claims to reveal the dynamics of change outside Europe, it does so 
within the parameters set by Western models of change. Inescapably, the origin of change 
once more lies in the West.?? In Wallerstein's analysis, the bourgeoisie outside Europe is 
still perceived as a natural expansion of the European bourgeoisie that seemed to spear- 
head this change. Hence, even though Wallerstein does use a conception of the European 
world-economy that is as pervasive in its effects as the Westernization process and takes 
into account the role of the bourgeoisie in actualizing this change, his model, one may 
argue, still focuses on economic change and almost exclusively on the role of European 
actors. 

Wallerstein's model has been specifically applied, in conjunction with Marxian anal- 
ysis, to Ottoman history by Islamoglu and Keyder (1977), who characterize Ottoman 
social formation by a dominant Asian mode of production and define the state as the 
dominant vertical element integrating the social system. In this formulation, the origin of 
change lies in the decrease of state control,?? hence the state is once more identified as the 
agent of change. This formulation improves Wallerstein's model because it spatially and 
temporally differentiates the Ottoman incorporation into the world-economy; it argues that 
different Ottoman regions joined the world-system at different times, with the Balkans 
leading in the eighteenth century, Egypt and the Levant in the nineteenth century, and 
Anatolia after the 1830s. Also, different modes of peripheralization existed in different 
regions, from commercial farms in the Balkans to large cotton estates in Egypt to petty 
commodity production in peasant farms in Western Anatolia (Islamo£lu and Keyder 1977: 
53-54; İslamoğlu 1987:11). Works by Şevket Pamuk (1987) and Reşat Kasaba (1988) 
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also employ the world-system analysis to Ottoman social change; they define Ottoman 
peripheralization within the world economic system as the major problematic of Ottoman 
social change and often emphasize the role of the West in bringing about this change. 

Because world-system analysis does not adequately study the internal dynamics of 
Ottoman change, it cannot differentiate the process of state formation from the decline of 
state control. One may argue, for instance, that the structure of the Ottoman state is 
actually much more resilient than it is portrayed in this analysis?^ and that the Ottoman 
state does not become “a colonial state when it starts to serve the needs of merchant 
capital" (Wallerstein 1977: 54—55). Instead, one could maintain that it structures merchant 
capital. The state and its control are once more treated as a constant throughout the 
incorporation process and the state's capacity to transform itself is overlooked. 

To summarize, the Weberian and Marxian analyses both problematize the roles of the 
state and social groups in producing social change and, in non-Western contexts, privilege 
the role of the state and the interaction with the West in explaining this change. In the 
context of the Ottoman empire, the Marxian and Weberian analyses help identify three 
significant elements of Ottoman social change: households as the units of analysis, the 
sultan and his state as the significant social actor, and war and commerce with the West as 
the external catalyst. It is on this framework that this book builds its analysis of Ottoman 
imperial decline. 


War, trade, and a new conception of "civilization" constitute the three social processes 
analyzed in this book with respect to their effect on Ottoman society. Each chapter on 
Ottoman social change starts with an analysis of the effect of each process on Ottoman 
social structure, continues with an analysis of the role of different Ottoman social groups 
in interpreting and patterning these effects, and concludes with an assessment of the 
boundaries of transformation in that particular historical conjuncture. A multiplicity of 
historical sources, ranging from archival documents to chronicles to memoirs, illustrates 
the process of Ottoman social change. Each chapter closes with a section on the social 
contours of the new class, the Ottoman bourgeoisie, that starts to emerge from this change 
process. 

Chapter 1 delineates the Ottoman social structure, Ottoman social groups, and the 
process of eighteenth- and nineteenth-century Ottoman Westernization. It focuses on the 
sultan's household as the basic organizational unit of Ottoman society, a unit that cuts 
across formal institutional and class boundaries and contains within it the diverse activities 
of economic production, religious observance, political administration, and domestic af- 
fairs. This household, ranging in size from a hundred to thousands of members symbol- 
ically residing under one roof, comprises kin, retainers, and servants, all drawn from 
different segments of society. The officials imitate the society's basic organizational unit, 
the sultan's household, and form their own households, through which, in alliance with the 
sultan's subjects, they keep the sultan's revenues from him. As the competition between 
the sultan's household and the office-household intensifies, both try to mobilize subjects 
to rally to their side. 

Chapter 2, on Ottoman wars, officials, and Western-style institutions, traces the 
effects on the Ottoman social structure of its continuous wars during the eighteenth and 
nineteenth centuries. It then analyzes the process through which the households of the 
officials established initially to assist the sultan in governance ended up challenging him 
instead. The sultan's response was to adopt Western-style educational institutions to train a 
new corps of officials loyal to his person. The graph of the foundation of Western-style 
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state schools in the empire demonstrates the pattern by which the Ottoman sultan at- 
tempted to develop a new official corps and produced, instead, the origins of the Ottoman 
bureaucratic bourgeoisie. As future officials trained in these Western-style educational 
institutions cultivated allegiances to each other, they developed a social vision of the 
empire based on a constitutional system of rule and formed secret organizations against 
the sultan to actualize this vision. 

Chapter 3, on Ottoman commerce, merchants, and Western goods, studies the effects 
of escalating commerce with the West on the Ottoman social structure during the eigh- 
teenth and nineteenth centuries. Ottoman minority merchants emerge as the principal 
Ottoman social group to form social resources that escaped and eventually challenged the 
sultan's control. The analysis of the spread of Western goods within Ottoman society 
during the eighteenth century demonstrates how the urban populace increased their accu- 
mulation of these goods at the expense of officials and their households. A logistic 
regression on a stratified random sample of 124 inheritance registers of Ottoman officials, 
military, and populace reveals a difference in the propensity of members of different 
Ottoman social groups to own Western goods at the time of their death. Whereas the 
propensity of officials and the military to have Western goods did not change throughout 
the eighteenth century, the propensity of the other group, the urban populace, increased 
greatly. The graph signifies how the social group of Ottoman religious minorities trading 
with the West entered the protection of Western powers and formed independent economic 
resources; they thus shaped the cornerstone of a new urban-based social group, the 
Ottoman commercial bourgeoisie. 

Chapter 4, on the concept of “civilization,” intellectuals, and Western ideas, focuses 
on the effect of Western ideas on the Ottoman social structure and the new visions they 
produced. New conceptions of a civilized society introduced new organizational elements, 
such as ministries, specialized bureaus, and military units, that emphasized not loyalty to 
the sultan and his households but efficiency and allegiance to the Ottoman state. As 
Ottoman social groups came to terms with these new concepts, their disparate interpreta- 
tions created chasms between them. The most significant divide emerged along religious 
lines as the Muslims and minorities developed separate visions as a consequence of their 
differential location in the Ottoman social structure. An analysis of the establishment of 
newspapers through the nineteenth century illustrates the pattern of the circulation of 
Western ideas in Ottoman society. These ideas further polarized the Ottoman bourgeoisie 
along religious lines into its bureaucratic and commercial elements. 

Lastly, the concluding section argues that it was this polarization within the newly 
emerging Ottoman bourgeoisie, this segmentation, that led to the demise of the Ottoman 
empire. The bureaucratic bourgeoisie, which identified with ethnic and secularist ele- 
ments, developed into the Turkish national bourgeoisie; the commercial bourgeoisie, 
which contained the Greek, Armenian, and Jewish minorities, slowly disappeared through 
migrations, forced and voluntary. Indeed, this segmentation into the bureaucratic and 
commercial bourgeoisie determined the future trajectory of the newly founded Turkish 
nation-state. 
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and Westernization 


In 1866, the Ottoman statesman Cevdet Pasha and the French ambassador Moustier had a 
long discussion on the nature of the Ottoman empire during a voyage from France to 
Constantinople. The ambassador complimented Cevdet Pasha by saying that never in all 
his years of residence in Constantinople had he ever had access to such thorough informa- 
tion on the empire. Recounting the incident in his memoirs, Cevdet Pasha comments on 
how limited the foreigner’s knowledge of the Ottoman empire is: 


I told [the ambassador]: “Your residence in the Ottoman empire was in the European 
quarter. [There, y]ou could not even learn about the affairs of Constantinople, let alone 
the nature of the Ottoman lands. The European quarter is an interval between Europe 
and the Ottoman lands. From there, you see Constantinople through a telescope; but all 
the telescopes you use are crooked. (1872: 103-4) 


This witty appraisal of the European quarter conceals a deep-seated criticism of the nature 
of Western knowledge of the Ottoman empire. Just as European social theorists based their 
interpretation of the East on scanty evidence, even Westerners residing in the empire itself 
rarely grasped the nature of the Ottoman empire. In order to move beyond these “crooked 
telescopic images,” we need to present a full description of the Ottoman empire based 
on indigenous sources. This chapter examines the Ottoman empire within a multicausal 
framework of change, namely, in terms of its social structure, social groups, and the 
process of Westernization. 


Ottoman Social Structure 


The Ottoman empire, founded in the late thirteenth century in Asia Minor, ruled over parts 
of the Balkans, Crimea, Asia Minor, the Fertile Crescent, and North Africa in the eigh- 
teenth and part of the nineteenth centuries. Due to its geographical proximity to the West, 
the Ottoman empire, together with the Russian and Persian empires, was among the first 
societies to encounter the rising West.! Ottoman historians term Ottoman rule from the 
fifteenth to the seventeenth the “classical age”; the main components of Ottoman social 
structure are widely accepted as having formed during this time period. 

The Ottoman social structure was based on the personal delegation of authority by 
the sultan.? Those who administered the sultan’s delegated authority were the “rulers,” the 
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Figure 1. Ottoman Social Structure 


literal meaning of the Ottoman term,? askeri, being “soldiers.” The sultan symbolically 
combined all the rulers within his household. The sultan’s extended household performed 
four services for the empire: political administration, defense, tax collection, and dispen- 
sation of justice. Through his household, the sultan administered justice, governed the 
provinces, recruited an army, to which he often allocated land in newly conquered areas or 
the right to collect taxes from it as reward, and maintained the system through tax 
collection. These services formulated the Ottoman institutions: a fiscal institution for tax 
collection and financial administration; a political institution for governance; military 
institution for control and warfare; and a legal institution for the administration of justice 
as well as the administration of religious duties and obligations and of religious education. 
In return for carrying out these services, household members received grants and reve- 
nues, did not pay taxes, wore distinctive clothing, carried arms, and had an exclusive 
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educational and legal system. The sultan monitored this household structure by separating 
the fiscal, political, military, and judicial services and by manning them with different 
officials, who submitted separate reports to the sultan on their own and each others' 
activities. The rest of society without the sultan's delegated authority made up the “ruled,” 
the literal meaning of the Ottoman term, reaya, being “the flock." The ruled had no access 
to the sultan's authority or any of the privileges associated with it. 

The social structure reproduced itself through recruitment from among the ruled. 
Religion was the fixed requirement for joining the ranks of the rulers; being a Muslim was 
an important requirement for reaching the highest echelons of the Ottoman social struc- 
ture.^ Then there were two channels available for the ruled to join the ranks of the rulers: 
demonstrating the possession of outstanding skills (meritocracy), and forming alliances 
with households through marriages. Such special skills, often displayed during warfare, 
led some to be upwardly mobile; others such as merchants and artisans accumulated 
enough wealth to make successful marriage alliances. The sultan alone had the right to 
bestow privileges and elevate individuals to the ranks of the rulers or take away their 
privilege and banish them to the position of the ruled. 

The indigenous Ottoman perceptions of this social structure held by the rulers and the 
ruled were very different. The only domain common to both were the revenues they both 
drew from, one to administer, the other to subsist. The rulers perceived the system outside 
of the household structure? as resources to be administered. The rulers interacted with the 
ruled within five social spheres: tax collection, land grants, religious endowments, mili- 
tary protection, and the administration of justice. The services required by the rulers 
patterned the Ottoman subjects’ view of the social structure. The subjects took notice of 
the empire in terms of the demands it made on them; otherwise, they perceived the sultan 
and his vast household as one undifferentiated whole. The subjects interacted with the 
rulers in three social spheres: taxation, military conscription, and the dispensation of 
justice. In return for labor and services, the subjects obtained military protection and 
justice.® 

These spheres also determined the power structure of the empire. Those in charge of 
warfare and justice, namely, members of the military and legal establishments, controlled 
and regulated the distribution of resources in the empire in the name of the sultan. 
Although these two spheres initially corresponded to two separate social groups that 
functioned independently of one another, in the late eighteenth and nineteenth centuries 
the members of the two groups had become structurally similar through social networks, 
especially intermarriage, and through the sultan’s centralization of control. 


Unit of Analysis: The Household 


The sultan’s household’ was the basic organizational unit® of Ottoman society. It con- 
tained within it all the necessary elements to govern an empire. Household members 
trained at the palace administered the sultan’s immediate household and his domain, that 
is, the empire. As they moved to the provinces as military and administrative officials, 
these members formed households of their own patterned after the sultan’s. The size of 
such an Ottoman household ranged, in the sultan’s case, from tens of thousands to, in his 
officials’ case, from a couple of thousand down to a couple of hundred members (Uzun- 
carsili 1984b: 168-71). In the seventeenth century, the households of top-level Ottoman 
military and administrative officials fluctuated between three hundred and a thousand 
members, not including their military retinues. The complete list of the members of the 
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grand vezir's household, for example, reveals the variation in its composition (Göçek 
1987: appendix E). The household cut across lines of social stratification and connected 
people from diverse social origins. Some household members were slaves purchased at the 
market to run domestic chores (Inalcik 1968b: 242), others were relatives of existing 
household members, and still others were uprooted peasants or artisans who tried to attach 
themselves to these households. In addition, there often was a large retinue of private 
soldiers who maintained the security of both the household and the provinces to which the 
official was appointed (Uzunçarşılı 1984b: 210). In his attempt to control the growing 
power of the household, the sultan abolished the military attachment to the office- 
household in 1827 and annulled the household retinue system in 1829. 

The Ottoman word for household included both the public and private, the official 
and domestic: “gate” (bab) defined the setting of the household and/or office.? The office 
of the grand vezir was called “the exalted gate" (bab-: ali) of the grand vezir; this term was 
fashioned after that of the sultan’s household “the imperial gate" (bab-i hümayun), which 
literally denoted the principal entrance of the outer wall of the sultan’s new palace. All the 
household members were united symbolically “behind the gate of the household head,” 
with most members physically residing in the building complex comprising the house- 
hold. This complex often consisted, for example, in the case of the Ottoman grand admiral 
Kaymak Mustafa Pasha, of “a large mansion for the official and his harem, with two 
smaller houses near it, in addition to a bath house, coffee room, cellar, some additional 
buildings for household members on a higher bank, flower and fruit gardens, and yet 
another house at a corner of the garden” (Aktepe, 1969: 16—18). The inheritance registers 
of the Ottoman military and administrative officials, especially of those whose inheri- 
tances were confiscated by the sultan, list all their goods as they were present in each room 
of their residence. Such a delineation provides a spatial and physical map of each house- 
hold!? and shows that there was no distinction with respect to living, dining, or sleeping 
quarters. The same space was used for a variety of activities. 

The Ottoman sultan concentrated all imperial functions within his palace household. 
To administer the empire, he replicated his household structure in the capital and prov- 
inces. He centralized the system of rule through a communication network!! that collected 
all pertinent information in his palace in the capital, Constantinople. The sultan and his 
palace thus dominated the capital; except for the sultan's palace, apart from the mosque 
complex, there were no official buildings accessible to the ruled. The members of the 
sultan's immediate and extended household formed around him and expanded out into the 
empire through concentric circles. The gate of the grand vezir, which was at the same time 
his personal dwelling, lost its residential character in the eighteenth century as the Otto- 
man administration expanded out of the sultan's palace. These new administrative offices 
comprising the households of the top-level administrators were also all termed "gates." 
The gates of finance (bab-i defteri), of war (bab-i seraskeri) and of religious administra- 
tion (bab-i mesihat) are a few such examples. Needless to say, ministries such as those of 
finance and war evolved from these structures. Through the eighteenth and nineteenth 
centuries, the gate of the grand vezir expanded at the expense of the imperial gate to 
include many government units, including the ministries of the interior and foreign affairs 
and the council of the state. 


IMMEDIATE PALACE HOUSEHOLD 
The members of the sultan's household were recruited (Inalcik 1968a: 1087; Findley 
1980b: 228-29) from his one-fifth share of the prisoners of wars, gifts, purchases at slave 
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markets, sons of the local nobilities (taken as hostages), and Christian boys levied and 
converted to Islam (levied from villages in the proportion of one to every forty houses). 
The relative proportion of the Christian levies was particularly high during the earlier 
centuries of the empire; they comprised the main element of the sultan's household. This 
system of levies reflected a macroeconomic policy of labor planning that subjectively 
diverted the human resources available to Ottomans from certain sections to others (Ergin 
1939: 21—28; Kafadar 1981: 23). It also served a social control function as these youths 
were wrested from their social power bases and made to rely solely upon the sultan for 
power and resources. The best-looking and most capable were reserved for service in the 
sultan's household; they received education and training in the Turkish language and 
customs, writing, law, warfare, and crafts. The rest were sent as apprentices to farmers to 
be exposed to rural life and culture and then joined the Janissary corps of the Ottoman 
army. 

Training and education in the sultan's household aimed to recreate the social identity 
of these pages (Uzunçarşılı 1984b: 308—39), who were first and foremost taught loyalty 
and obedience to the sultan, their sole provider. The eunuchs in the palace kept these pages 
under strict discipline, supervised all their actions, and refined their manners. The trainers 
noted the personal qualities and abilities of the pages and developed their aptitudes. In 
addition to this training and socialization, the formal education of the pages also took 
place within the palace (Ergin 1939: 2—16, 209). Palace teachers and officials as well as 
teachers from schools in the city came to give special instruction.!? Instruction included 
such topics as religious subjects,!? Ottoman, Persian, and Arabic literature, history, music, 
and math, and physical and vocational training.!^ The libraries in the palace helped 
advance the state of knowledge of the pages. The aim of the palace education was to 
transform these pages into administrators loyal to the sultan. 

The sultan's household was organized into inner and outer sections (Kunt 1983: 6). 
These sections together comprised the core of the state apparatus; the royal household and 
state organization were synonymous. The palace pages served the sultan's person in the 
inner section as they trained for positions in the outer section. As the pages completed 
their training and left the palace, the sultan allocated them administrative offices in 
accordance with their abilities and dispositions. These positions often entailed posts 
within or outside the palace. A post within the palace would be such as that of a palace 
gatekeeper or pursuivant, where the pages would be in close proximity to the sultan. The 
responsibilities of a post outside the palace included personal services to the sultan, such 
as serving as the sultan's private messengers and envoys to the Ottoman provinces. These 
appointments within and outside the palace often led to administrative posts in the prov- 
inces, a post outside the palace usually being the commandership or governorship of an 
Ottoman province. 

The organization of the women within the sultan's household mirrored that of the 
men in many ways. These women were often recruited (Uluçay 1957: 394—95; 1985: 18— 
22) through slave markets, were given as gifts, or, early on, were regarded as war booty. 
As recruits, these women were also socially recreated in the palace within the sultan's 
household. They too were not able to bring in any external sources of power that could 
possibly divert their allegiance to the sultan. Women recruits also had to rely solely on 
personal talent. The most beautiful and talented among them were selected and especially 
trained in the service of the sultan. Their training was conducted by the women officials of 
the harem, who taught them reading and writing, music and dancing, handwork, needle- 
work, and good manners. The sultan's mother supervised their training. The number of 
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women varied from four hundred to more than eight hundred, with approximately 90 
percent of them being employed solely in menial labor. If these women became a part of 
the sultan's intimate circle, in order to prevent the emergence of possible contenders to the 
throne and the dynasty, they were not permitted to remarry if the sultan died or was 
dethroned (Ulugay 1957: 396). Their relative position within the harem was contingent on 
the sons they produced for the throne. À large proportion of these women did not become 
a part of the sultan's intimate circle, however. The sultan married these women off to the 
pages he sent to the provinces as his administrators. In this manner, he extended his social 
network beyond the palace and maintained a double allegiance with many of his adminis- 
trators. Thus symbolically he concentrated all the human capital of the empire in his 
household. 

The system thus described totally overlooks the agency of the recruits. Although the 
structure created exceptionally able and loyal household members, it did so at a cost to the 
recruits, who often had to recreate their identities.!? The success of the sultan's household 
depended on how successfully it could forge consistent, constructed identities for the 
recruits; the ties and networks that formed among groups of individuals through friend- 
ship, patronage, marriage, gift exchange, and other social interactions thus gained excep- 
tional significance. The patronage ties!6 between the sultan and his household members 
formed through the members' recruitment, training, and appointment. Once recruits were 
accepted into the sultan's household, their social origins faded. They symbolically adopted 
a new lineage and a new social identity that was associated exclusively with the sultan. In 
exchange for their services and personal allegiance, the sultan delegated them authority to 
administer the revenues of the empire. The personal character of the patronage tie pro- 
vided loyalty to the person of the sultan rather than his position. The patronage network 
reproduced itself insofar as the sultan was able to maintain this personal character of the 
patronage. !7 

The significance of these patronage ties can be observed in the career patterns of two 
Ottoman officials, grand vezir Dervis Mehmed Pasha and sheik-ül-islam Feyzullah Efen- 
di, whose social positions dramatically altered through their association with the sultan 
(Kunt 1977: 197—214; Türek and Derin 1969). The grand vezir was originally the Circas- 
sian slave of the sultan's chief black eunuch. He acquired administrative and financial 
skills through managing the eunuch's vast property. These skills helped the slave obtain 
for himself a vast fortune and a large household of ten thousand members; the sultan then 
appointed him head of the administrative affairs of the empire. The sheik-ül-islam was 
initially a religious scholar in Eastern Anatolia who gained an introduction to the sultan's 
palace household through his father-in-law, who was a member. This young scholar so 
impressed the sultan during religious debates at the palace that the sultan appointed him 
tutor to his sons. Once his favorite student succeeded the Ottoman throne, the scholar was 
made head of the religious affairs of the empire.!? 

The seventeenth-century chronicles of Naima ([1863] 1969, vol. V, VI) document 
another tie that was generated within and through the sultan's household: marriage. After 
freeing female slaves from the palace household after two or three years of service and 
bestowing upon them large dowries of jewelry, clothing, and cash, the sultan and his 
mother then married them off to high-level Ottoman officials. These former female slaves 
continued to visit the palace during religious holidays and ceremonies, all the while 
communicating their views, impressions, and problems to the sultan. Through this mar- 
riage tie, the sultan doubly secured and rewarded the loyalty and gratitude of the Ottoman 
official as well. For example, it was the petitions of one such official's wife, formerly 
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sultan's slave, that got him the governorship of Baghdad (V: 2376; V: 2157). The sultan 
sometimes acquired the allegiance of officials who rose outside the palace by having them 
divorce their former wives and marry a female member of the palace household, some- 
times even one of the sultan's daughters (VI: 2876). Similarly, the sultan married off his 
former pages to the daughters of important Ottoman officials. Upon the subsequent 
assignment of these pages to administrative posts, the sultan also gave each one hundreds 
of slaves and servants. This formed the core of the page's own household, which was 
structured after the sultan's (V: 2223, 2227; VI: 2876). It is interesting to note that the 
female's resources stagnated after marriage, whereas the male's expanded. 

Gift exchange created the other social tie within the sultan's household. Members 
regularly exchanged gifts on events such as accessions, holidays, circumcisions, and 
marriages. These enhanced the ties and social commitments of the household members. 
The sultan often indicated his approval or disapproval of the members through the nature 
and size of the gift he exchanged with them. The bestowal of a royal gift often meant 
reward; it usually consisted of a ceremonial fur coat (hil at) and some gold purses. The 
sultan's punishment entailed sending the official a dismissal order with his soldiers that 
often included deportation and/or execution. Needless to say, upon punishment, in addi- 
tion to the valuable items belonging to the official, the sultan also took away all the gifts 
he had given. 

Household members thus invested in each other's positions and reproduced the 
organizational structure through social resources—by forming networks, giving gifts and 
slaves, and proposing marriage alliances. In this reproduction process, the social ties 
formed by the sultan's household with the rest of society eventually started to challenge 
the sultan's control over society. The sultan's household, while reproducing itself through 
social resources, created the prerequisites for its own demise. 


EXTENDED HOUSEHOLD IN THE CAPITAL AND PROVINCES 

The sultan's palace provided a model for his military and administrative officials, who 
patterned their own “office-households” throughout the empire after the sultan’s (Inalcik 
1973: 76—78, 85, 87; Findley 1989: 58—59). Fictitious kinship ties were very significant in 
constructing and reproducing these households as well.!? Once these officials left the 
sultan's palace household, the nature of their ties with the sultan changed, however. In the 
seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, the sultan's household grew as the empire expanded, 
bifurcating into the sultan's immediate household in the palace and his extended house- 
hold outside the palace in the provinces. The ties the sultan maintained with his extended 
household mostly formed around his delegation of authority. These ties with his officials 
both reproduced and at the same time challenged the sultan's control over the empire. The 
loyalty of the officials propagated the sultan's rule, yet the officials also developed ties 
within the palace household that escaped the sultan's control. 

Similar to the ties forged between the sultan and his household, the officials formed 
ties with one another while being trained in the sultan's palace. If the official was married 
into the sultan's household, he used his wife's ties to cultivate friends and supporters in the 
palace. Such ties outside the sultan's control were necessary. Since one's social position in 
the administrative hierarchy depended on the proportion of one's access to the sultan and 
his immediate household, the official sent out from the sultan's household to the provinces 
kept "spies" back in the palace who informed the official about his standing in palace 
circles, relayed complaints made against him, provided news about other candidates vying 
for the same offices, and lobbied, through constant petitions to the sultan, in the official's 
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favor. Sometimes the official inverted the process: he used his palace ties to stop the sultan 
from appointing him to an office. One such person, for example, upon being appointed 
director of the state financial office, "for being rich, having earned people's trust, and 
being skilled in collecting revenues,” tried to stop this appointment when he foresaw “the 
future problems [such as death as punishment for the poor state of finances] he might have 
had during his tenure" (Naima [1863] 1969, VI: 2627). He gave money to members of the 
sultan's immediate household to stop the appointment and succeeded. 

The sultan's delegation of authority to his officials quickly became a double-edged 
sword. Although it enhanced the sultan's control over his empire, it also severely con- 
stricted the sultan's options by making him dependent on the information relayed to him 
through his household. The sultan was no longer able to retain his monopoly over the 
distribution of offices; many groups, extending from the provinces to the palace, indirectly 
intervened in the decision-making process. The frequent historical references to appoint- 
ments that were changed or quickly annulled reveal how influential these interventions 
had become: the sultan had to rely more and more on the information the competing 
parties provided him about the candidates. The candidates with "strong backers" often 
won out (Naima [1863] 1969, VI: 2570, 2603). 

One seventeenth-century case demonstrates the intensity of this competition (Naima 
[1863] 1969, VI: 2634, 2705). The chief architect of the palace, himself under the sultan’s 
mother's protection, approached the grand vezir and asked him to dismiss some corrupt 
officials. The vezir, although agreeing that the request was appropriate, turned him down 
nevertheless. His reason was that "each of those offices were in the dragon's mouth" and 
that he did not have the power to dismiss the officials “for fear of retribution from their 
protectors." He stated, moreover, that he could not even interview new candidates for 
these offices. There were spies even within his own household who immediately informed 
the officials about his actions, who then immediately started to work slandering and 
deposing the grand vezir himself. The grand vezir, in order to maintain his own position, 
then proposed his own trustworthy men as candidates for the offices. Yet the sultan then 
accused the vezir of nepotism and of attempting to expand his own power base at the 
expense of the sultan's. 

This severe competition among officials eventually affected the basis of sultan's 
legitimacy in Ottoman society: the administration of justice. Initially, the sultan severely 
punished those officials who erred, often by death. Yet the “backers” of these officials in 
the palace started to intervene and secure the sultan's pardon. As a consequence, an errant 
official was merely exiled from office, and not for long: his backers kept in touch through 
letters and continued petitioning on his behalf for new offices that became available 
(Naima [1863] 1969, VI: 2707, 2739). As the social ties of officials became stronger and 
stronger, the legitimacy of the sultan became more and more problematic. By training his 
household members and reproducing his own household, the sultan had invested in his 
officials by training them for office; now he was not finding out that this investment was 
irrevocable. Upon dismissal of an official, the sultan could and did seize the office and the 
revenues with it, but he could not take away the skills the official had acquired. This 
inalienable source of knowledge escaped the sultan's control to come back and haunt his 
decision-making process in future appointments. 

The official's own social bonds with the palace were also inviolable. The networks he 
had formed with the palace members he had trained with, the social ties of the wives he 
had married, and the economic and social ties he formed during his office tenure provided 
the official with power to affect the sultan's decision-making process. The sultan could not 
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take these bonds away upon the official's dismissal; the only way to expurgate these bonds 
was through execution. Yet, by executing the official, the sultan diminished his human 
capital. Hence, the Ottoman empire successfully organized itself around the unit of house- 
holds, which both reproduced the sultan's rule and, at the same time, sowed the seeds of its 
destruction. The inalienable human capital that the officials accrued eventually led to the 
destruction of the sultan and his household. 

The household as the Ottoman unit of analysis thus united the public and private 
spheres, family and government, rulers and the ruled, in a way that concepts such as 
"feudal" or “patrimonial”?° fail to capture. The household cannot be termed an institution 
because it was not organized around a clearly defined action or purpose. It also was not a 
formal organization because it contained a domestic component. Likewise, it could not be 
termed a domestic organization because it included an official function. The household cut 
across various social functions and social groups to structurally unite the sultan and his 
officials with their families, slaves, administrators, and laborers. The household repro- 
duced itself through a combination of material and cultural capital. In its reproduction, 
social ties and networks, knowledge and skills were as important as material land, labor, 
and capital. The sociological employment of this concept especially unfolds the internal 
dynamics of Ottoman social change. The replication of the household as the main organi- 
zational structure of the empire accounts for the successful reproduction of the imperial, 
and, at the same time, also sows the seeds for its demise. 


Revenues of the Empire 


Ottoman revenues?! of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries included those accrued to 
the agricultural lands of the sultan, the poll taxes collected from religious minorities 
within the empire, and the extraordinary taxes levied at irregular intervals.22 Since all the 
resources of the empire belonged, in theory, to the sultan, the Ottoman financial structure 
did not differentiate the sultan's revenues from those of the state.?? In fact, the sultan's 
household contained the state; his treasury included all the state revenues (Barkan 1940; 
Tabakoglu 1981, 1985; Cezar 1986: 308). Ottoman financial policy comprised the collec- 
tion of all revenues at the sultan's treasury and their redistribution in accordance with the 
needs of the empire.?4 

Ottoman revenues were collected within a complex fiscal organization that varied 
according to type of land tenure and geographical region. The agricultural land in most of 
the Ottoman provinces in the Balkans and Asia Minor either belonged directly to the 
sultan?? and was cultivated through his representatives or was given as fiefs to the sultan's 
officials. The taxation system in these provinces consisted of two taxes, one collected 
from the subjects, the other from the fief-holders (Inalcik 1990: 2—3). Taxes from the 
subjects were gathered over cultivated land, over the individuals engaged in cultivation, or 
over the produce. Taxes from the fief-holders were collected in return for the right to hold 
feudal tenure, the cost of mounted cavalries if the fief-holders did not join campaigns, and 
the extraordinary levies imposed upon those who were not tending to their fiefs. Natural 
resources such as mines formed another revenue source and were either directly operated 
by the state or farmed out to individuals.?6 Urban centers generated revenues in that the 
state collected taxes on stamp duties, commodities sold in the markets (market customs), 
and industrial production units such as wax houses, dye houses, oil presses, and brick kilns 
(Ozkaya 1985: 299—300; Tabakoglu 1985: 117—18). The most distant Ottoman provinces, 
such as Egypt, Yemen, Ethiopia, and parts of North Africa, paid taxes directly to the 
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sultan. The states that accepted Ottoman sovereignty, namely, the Crimean khanate, the 
principalities of Moldavia and Wallachia, the Ragusan republic, the Transylvanian king- 
dom, some kingdoms in the Caucasus, and nomadic tribes, instead paid annual tributes 
(Tabakoglu 1985: 48—67). All these revenues, with the exception of the fiefs, were 
collected at the capital, at the abode of the sultan.?7 War spending, the salaries?? of the 
sultan's household, and investments in the military infrastructure were the principal ex- 
penditure categories. 

The Ottoman fiscal system functioned effectively insofar as the sultan was able to 
control the revenue collection and distribution procedure. The relative proportion of 
revenues from land decreased in the eighteenth century as the empire stopped expand- 
ing.?? The sultan's immediate need for cash revenues for the wars and the substitution of 
tax-farming and freeholds for fiefs accelerated this revenue depletion. By the end of the 
eighteenth century, three-quarters of total state revenues were being diverted away from 
the sultan. This diversion of revenues took two forms: gifts in kind that the sultan gave his 
household members; and religious endowments that officials and prosperous subjects 
established (Tabakoğlu 1985: 18—19). 

Much archival information exists on how agricultural land and farms were diverted 
from the sultan's treasury to palace household members. In 1779, for example, two farms 
(including two houses, one bakery, three hay storage buildings, eight roofed sheds, and 
four slaves working there) and five thousand acres of land near Constantinople were given 
to the chief lady (baskadin) in the sultan's harem (MM9770/384—85). In 1790, again, 
thirteen villages on the island of Morea were sold to the sultan’s daughter (MM3365/306). 
In 1793, sixteen farms near Constantinople were confiscated from an administrator and 
bestowed upon the sultan's mother (MM9770/500—501). In 1808, a deputy in the palace 
listing his sources of revenues included the income from a number of customs houses and 
agricultural land (MM6349/116). This land and property, which the sultan's household 
members accrued as gifts, became entrenched in certain members' households over gener- 
ations. Separated from the sultan, these fiefs were then often bought and sold among the 
members; the fiefs themselves, the sultan's most significant source of revenue, thus 
eventually became commodified?? and escaped the sultan's control. Although the sultan 
legally could and did confiscate, within his lifetime, all revenues accruing to these fiefs, 
this possibility decreased with each subsequent generation (Cezar 1986: 110; Tabakoglu 
1985: 295). 

Ottoman religious endowments?! constituted the other venue by which revenues 
were diverted from the sultan. The sultan originally encouraged these endowments, which 
performed very significant civic functions for Ottoman society.?? Officials could divert 
funds away from the sultan's control by first investing their wealth in an endowment and 
then assigning their family members to its executive board as salaried employees on a 
lifetime basis until their genealogical line died out. The scope of these diversions multi- 
plied by a third in the eighteenth century, when six thousand additional religious endow- 
ments were established, bringing the total number of endowments in the empire up to 
twenty-six thousand. Around 1795, their revenue base matched up to approximately one- 
third of the sultan's revenues (Yediyildiz 1984: 15, 26). Analysis of a sample?? of 
eighteenth-century cases reveals that most of the endowers were officials and that in three- 
quarters of the endowments some assigned part of revenues was retained by the endower's 
family (Yediyıldız 1982a: 146; 1982c: 26—28).?^ One case in point is the endowment of 
Tekelioğlu Hacı Mehmed Agha, the official governing Teke (miitesellim), who in 1815 
owned 117 pieces of urban property and endowed 85 of them (CM9026, KK2457). As 
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these religious endowments were drawn up by a judge and confirmed by the sultan, 
however, the sultan retained some power to oppose?? the establishment of an endowment. 
The sultan's position as the protector of Muslims often made it hard for him to turn down 
most such pious bequests. Once approved, the endowment became financially and admin- 
istratively autonomous in perpetuity (Inalcik 1973: 132-35, 142). Upon attaining this 
independent source of income, the descendants became more autonomous financially and 
socially. Some used the income to expand their own households; others even mobilized 
the employees of the endowments against the sultan. Yet this potential challenge to the 
sultan was to some degree offset by the struggles among the descendants. 

The revenues of the empire thus portrayed the constant tension over collection and 
distribution procedures. By the eighteenth century, more and more revenues escaped the 
control of the Ottoman sultan. The administration of these revenues further fractured the 
sultan's control. 


Administration of the Revenues 


The most significant principle guiding the Ottoman administration of revenues was jus- 
tice. Drawing upon Islamic law and following the Turkic and Persian state traditions, the 
Ottoman considered justice the foundation of a powerful state and a circle of justice as the 
foundation of societal order (Inalcik 1985). According to this circle of justice, to control 
the state required a large army, to support the troops required great wealth, to obtain this 
wealth the people had to be prosperous, and for people to be prosperous the laws had to be 
just. If any one of these precepts was neglected, the state would collapse. The sultan had to 
exercise strict supervision over his administration in order to maintain this circle. The 
parameters set by Islamic law also affected the sultan’s legitimacy.?9 One ruling explicitly 
stated that “there can be no decree of the sultan ordering something that is illegal accord- 
ing to Islamic law” (Heyd 1967: 9). The Sultan’s failure to issue such a decree could lead 
to his deposition as well. In order thus to administer revenues justly, the Ottoman sultan 
kept an advisory council in the capital where petitions were heard, constantly checked his 
governors’ conducts and gave summary punishment to violators of law, and periodically 
promulgated rescripts of justice for the Ottoman lands. Another legal recourse the subjects 
had to the sultan’s justice was during Friday prayers (Ipsirli 1991: 462—66), when the 
populace either put their petitions on a stick and extended them to the sultan, or, if they 
could not reach the sultan, tied a burning piece of straw to a stick to let the sultan know 
they had a “burning” request, or they turned their complaints into the sultan’s officials 
who visited all the mosques on Fridays to collect such petitions.?? In the nineteenth 
century, the sultan also took trips into the provinces to oversee the administration of 
justice (Özcan 1991: 361-62). 

The boundaries of the sultan’s authority in administering justice were set by Islamic 
religious law and the traditional ordinances and practices of the previous sultans. The 
latter gave the sultans “the discretionary right to inflict capital punishment on offenders 
liable, according to Islamic law, to lighter penalties” (Heyd 1967: 13). Yet even then the 
punishment could only be inflicted “as an administrative measure, for the sake of the order 
of the country, to protect the people, or to give a warning example to others.” In instances 
where neither set of laws set a precedent, legal case registers were studied to form a 
decision within the legal boundaries. The alleged arbitrariness of Ottoman rule, so often 
claimed by Western sources, was thus a false construct;?? it did not correspond to histori- 
cal reality (Inalcik 1965: 49-53; 1973; 65, 70; 1985: 2-3). Islamic law often provided 
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parameters within which one could both enforce and, at the same time, challenge the 
sultan's legitimacy. It was in this context that religious scholars and their interpretations 
attained social significance in the empire. 

The Ottoman administration was organized around three separate departments: the 
political-military, the judiciary, and the financial. The sultan's officials?? had the dele- 
gated executive authority of the ruler, and religious dignitaries oversaw the administration 
of law, including the supervision of all legal and financial matters. The vezirs, governors, 
and military commanders preserved state authority and maintained the internal and exter- 
nal security in each administrative unit. The military judges upheld and practiced judicial 
authority. The treasurers had financial authority.4° Along with a representative of the 
chancery keeping records, these departments represented the royal authority in the imperi- 
al council; they had direct personal access to the sultan and were responsible only to him. 
The heads of these departments comprised the top-level Ottoman administrators. These 
people, after attending the imperial council, held councils in their own residences to 
discuss their own office business. The office—residence distinction was not yet present: all 
state affairs were conducted within the sultan's palace and executed in the residences of 
the top-level administrators. Formal institutions had not crystallized; these administrative 
households embodied the functions of numerous institutions within them. 

The grand vezir was the sultan's representative and absolute deputy in civil adminis- 
tration. All administrative officials had to report to him, with the exception of the com- 
mander of the Janissary soldiers and the highest religious official —these two had direct 
access to the sultan (Inalcik 1973: 99-100). The power of the grand vezir increased 
through the centuries as the Ottoman state expanded, and the vezir's household members 
expanded their power bases with him. The origin of the Ottoman bureaucracy was embed- 
ded in the grand vezir's household: his was the first office-household to pattern itself after 
the sultan's household. This was soon followed with the establishment of similar house- 
holds by lower-level administrators. The chief secretary of the imperial council, the 
secretary receiving complaints and lawsuits at the imperial council, and his agent in 
political and military affairs formed their own households and trained their own secre- 
taries through the apprenticeship system. All these administrators within the central gov- 
ernment were theoretically included in the sultan's household. Yet they had started acquir- 
ing separate households of their own by the late seventeenth century. Outside the central 
administration, the commissionerships such as the mint, customs, or cereals, the military 
organizations such as the Janisssary corps, gun foundry, or arsenal, and the provincial 
governments and fortresses all had their own secretarial staff (Inalcik 1973: 101). The 
provincial government replicated the center in its structure: the governor had the sultan's 
executive authority, the judge his legal authority, and the treasurer looked after the interest 
of the sultan's treasury. 


Agency of the Ottoman Social Groups 


Ottoman social groups were structured around the delegation of the sultan's authority. The 
sultan and his administrators formed one social group (the rulers), and the rest of society 
formed the other (the subjects). The rulers were all those who were directly in the sultan's 
service, all military groups not engaged in production, the men of religion and bureau- 
crats, and their families, relatives, dependents, and slaves.^! The subjects—all those who 
had no part in government— were subdivided along the lines of religion and settlement 
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into Muslim and non-Muslim, townspeople and peasants, and sedentaries and nomads. 
Each subdivision had different tax obligations. The sultan carefully maintained these 
social divisions; the peace and prosperity of the state depended on keeping the members of 
each group in their own place. Among these social groups, the social composition of the 
Ottoman officials, artisans, merchants, and minorities needs to be illustrated in more detail 
since it was their agency that structured eighteenth- and nineteenth-century Ottoman 
social change. 


Ottoman Officials 


Ottoman military and administrative officials became a significant social force in Ottoman 
history when they started patterning their households after that of the sultan's. In this 
book, the households of the officials are called “office-households” to distinguish them 
both from the sultan's and from the urban or rural nuclear household of the Ottoman 
subject. Three types of members thus coexisted in an office-household (Ergin 1939: 52— 
53): the official's immediate family within the private quarters; his retinue, including all 
individuals working on his land and properties scattered throughout the empire; and his 
officials conducting state business in the public quarters.^? All three combined often 
exceeded fifteen hundred members. The term “office-household” captures the duality of 
the official and the domestic within the Ottoman households. These households managed, 
within the same unit, both domestic matters and the administrative affairs of the empire— 
the same household members often participating in both affairs. There were no separate 
public buildings for the offices. Official business was conducted out of the private resi- 
dences of the administrators. 

The office-households challenged the sultan's household by imitating his palace 
training and by thus producing household members who could and did compete with the 
sultan's household members for public office. Starting at age twelve, sons of officials and 
household members would be privately taught to read and write in their residence. They 
would then attend the courses offered on religious sciences in mosques. Their training for 
offices would culminate in the official quarters of their residences; they would learn 
bureaucratic correspondence, bookkeeping, and other administrative skills (Naima [1863] 
1969, V: 2379). These men would be a part of the household and, through living and 
interacting within the domestic residence, increase the expertise and knowledge of the 
household members. They would train these members for office. In addition to this 
training, those interested would also be taught Arabic and Persian by instructors who 
would come to their residence. Nomads, peasants, and artisans who were not affiliated 
with households, or those social groups such as the Janissaries who eventually lost their 
affiliations with the sultan's household, could not adequately survive into the nineteenth 
century as a social group capable of change. 

The new Ottoman bureaucracy of the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries 
formed from within this group as a consequence of education and training both within the 
office-households and without in the recently established Western-style schools. This new 
bureaucracy also contained the elements of a social group of Ottoman intellectuals who, 
through the Western-style development of newspapers and printing, acquired resources 
outside the sultan's control. This group was separate from the pre—eighteenth-century 
group of Ottoman religious scholars who based their source of knowledge on Islamic texts 
and monitored and manned the legal and educational systems of the empire. 
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Religious Dignitaries 


What was the difference between the households of the military and administrative offi- 
cials and religious dignitaries,?? who were the interpreters and executors of Islamic 
religious law and education? The Ottoman training centers for studying the Qur'an and 
learning to read and write, which were founded and maintained by religious endowments, 
continued into a two-tiered college system for those who wanted to specialize. The 
graduates of these institutions, who were recruited into the position of religious digni- 
taries, had a dual role as interpreters and executors of Islamic law. From its inception, 
there was a clear attempt to differentiate this office and the authority of Islamic religious 
law “from the taint that became associated with dignitaries in state service" (Repp 1986: 
123). The dual hold of this independent group on Ottoman society through law and 
education was strengthened through their establishment and administration of religious 
endowments and their exemption from the sultan's confiscation. Yet the households of 
officials and religious dignitaries started to lose their distinctiveness especially in the 
nineteenth century, after the abolition of the Janissaries, the emergence of Western-style 
courts and schools, and the withdrawal of revenues from religious foundations, the control 
of which had given the religious institution its autonomy. These developments under- 
mined the social strength of the religious dignitaries and slowly brought them under state 
control.44 

The beginning of the eighteenth century, before the advent of Western-style schools 
and courts, certainly indicates the presence of a strong religious dignitary group oversee- 
ing the dispensation of justice, the regulation of education, and the administration of 
religious endowments. The sultan did not control the religious organization as directly as 
he did the military one. In addition, the religious organization was able to develop 
independent resources through its association with religious endowments. This religious 
organization reached its fully elaborated form in the eighteenth century as one more 
category was added to the administrative hierarchy, both the judgeships (mevleviyet) and 
the schools (medrese). Although this development created more offices for the religious 
dignitaries, it nevertheless brought them more under state control as appointments to these 
offices became politicized (Repp 1977: 278, 286; 1986: 28). 


Ottoman Artisans 


Within the category of producers, artisans were subject to a code of regulations because of 
the state's concern with the volume of goods in the internal market so that the people and 
artisans in the cities would not suffer a shortage of necessities and raw material. Urban 
production and distribution in the Ottoman empire was therefore organized through a very 
well-articulated guild system.45 Guild members included apprentices, journeymen, mas- 
ters, veterans of the guild, officers, guild council, and guild head (Baer 1970b: 177—90). 
The sultan's control over the system consisted of confirming the guild regulations, fixing 
fair prices in markets, controlling weights and quality, regulating purchase and sale, and 
preventing possible profiteering. The guild was internally administered by an elected guild 
council, which ensured quality, enforced price regulation on manufactured goods, gave 
examinations for promotions from apprentice to journeyman to master, issued licenses,*¢ 
investigated and settled disputes and malpractice in the guild, represented the guild in its 
dealings with the government, and, most importantly, prevented competition and under 
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hand practices in the employment of workmen and purchase of stocks (İnalcık 1970: 216— 
17; 1973: 54, 57; 152-53; Baer 1970a; 1980). 

Although information on the social composition of guilds is limited, religion does not 
seem to have been a major stratifying factor^? until 1768, when guild membership started 
to distinctively separate into Muslim and non-Muslim organizations (Baer 1970b: 193- 
94; R. Lewis 1971: 148). In the eighteenth century, guilds lost their exclusivity as the 
strict state control over production and the number of artisans lost all connection with craft 
or craftsmanship. Guild membership simply became a matter of legal ownership. In- 
creased demand for goods fostered competition over these ownerships: they became 
commodified. In addition, masters who worked outside guilds to meet growing demand 
for goods at popular prices destroyed the guild boundaries (İnalcık 1970: 153, 217). The 
guilds of Constantinople were officially abolished in 1910, and the abolition of those in 
other towns of the empire followed in 1912 (Baer 1970a: 25). 


Ottoman Merchants 


The sultan controlled all the methods of production and profit margins in reproduction, 
with the exception of the merchants. The merchants comprised the only group whose 
fortunes matched those of the top-level Ottoman administrators. Since urban property and 
activities*8 were outside the sultan’s control,4? Ottoman merchants were able to form vast 
fortunes. Such merchants were subdivided into the traveling merchants engaged in trade 
by overland caravan or by sea, and residing merchants running affairs from a center, where 
they lived (inalcik 1973: 161—62; 1969: 100—3). Cotton, Mediterranean foodstuffs, wool, 
and silk were their main items of trade.5° Merchants used the wealth they accumulated to 
organize the despatch of caravans and ships, to station their commercial agents abroad, to 
form joint trade ventures with Ottoman administrators, to make investments in producing 
areas, to collect products for distribution elsewhere, and to lend money to people. They 
also engaged in tax-farming for the state.>! Yet the social status of Ottoman merchants was 
significantly lower than that of the administrators, who had the sultan's delegated authori- 
ty for two reasons. First, the Islamic religious attitude toward making large fortunes 
through usury was negative. Second, compared to the skilled labor of the artisans, the 
merchants' profits from charging interest were regarded as unearned gain, profiteering. 
The shortage of precious metals within the empire also fostered disdain toward all those 
who accumulated and maintained cash fortunes. 

The social composition of merchants was not distinct with respect to religion during 
the classical age, when Muslim merchants were as prominent as non-Muslim ones. The 
dominance of Ottoman merchants as a single social group persisted until the effects of the 
trade capitulations?? granted to the European countries privileged Western and minority 
merchants at the expense of Muslim ones.5? It was only after the eighteenth century that 
Ottoman merchants became a distinct subgroup that was more and more exclusively 
comprised of the non-Muslim minorities of the empire. This was due to the ability of the 
minority merchants to enter Western trade protection to the detriment of the Muslim 
merchants. 


Ottoman Minorities 


Ottoman religious minorities?^ mainly comprised the Greeks, Armenians, and Jews, and 
Arab Christians?? in the provinces. Even though the separation between Islamic and 
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non-Islamic was the social basis of Ottoman stratification, this became a religio-ethnic 
separation as the cultural elements identifying these minority groups combined with 
religious ones. The sumptuary and legal codes and codes on the use of space carefully 
defined and reflected this basic separation. Minorities had to obey restrictions in the 
way they dressed and interacted in society. These restrictions prevented them from de- 
veloping social ties with Muslims through marriage, inheritance, or attending the same 
places of worship and bathhouses. Instead, they developed social ties with other non- 
Muslims, who were either members of other Ottoman minorities or foreign residents of 
the empire, who were often connected to European embassies. It was this religious 
divide in Ottoman society that was going to be a significant factor in the gradual frag- 
mentation of the empire. 

Knowledge of the social practices that shaped Ottoman minority communities is still 
fragmentary. Ottoman minorities enjoyed protected legal status as an ethnic-religious 
community. Each was granted some internal autonomy and had to pay for special protec- 
tion and military exemption in return. This internal autonomy often comprised the right to 
designate communal administrators to oversee communal property, to adjudicate conflict 
within the community, and to represent the community to the Ottoman state at large. The 
legal adjudication of disputes was often perceived as the most significant right and 
responsibility of the community. 

Specific studies analyzing the social position of Ottoman minorities within the soci- 
ety at large are mostly based on analyses of imperial decrees and law codes (Ercan 1983), 
land surveys and population registers (Özkaya 1985), poll tax registers (Bağış 1983), 
statistical surveys (Eryilmaz 1990), and, later, constitutional law (Bozkurt 1989). Some 
others concentrate on the interaction of non-Muslim minorities with foreign merchants 
(Mantran 1982; Davison 1982), or with Muslims (Findley 1982). Among these sources, 
imperial decrees and religious opinions concerning minorities, which usually outline the 
restrictions placed upon them, have often been taken as indicators of their communal 
behavior. This scholarship and the sources it utilizes produce the following portrait. 
Imperial decrees?6 throughout the eighteenth century (Refik 1930: 30-31, 83-84, 88—89) 
state, for instance, that "Christians and Jews should have lower buildings than Muslims," 
or "Christians should not reside in the vicinity of mosques," but, if they do indeed have 
property near mosques, "it should be purchased from them at fair value." The religious 
opinions of the distinguished scholars of their times cover a wider spectrum of possible 
social practice. Ebussuud Efendi (Diizdag 1993: 99), for instance, gives opinions on 
questions such as, "if Zeyd the Jew goes from Istanbul-proper to Galata to conduct 
business and if Amr the Christian, claiming (Zeyd the Jew) needs to settle a transaction, 
takes him to the Islamic court of Galata, would Zeyd the Jew have the right to state that he 
wants the case heard instead by the Islamic court in the neighborhood of Galata-proper.” 
His answer is affirmative. 

These decrees also highlight the significance of dress as a social marker, possibly 
differentiating Ottoman minorities from the rest of society and also from each other. The 
imperial decree of 1568 (Ercan 1983: 1140-2) carefully spells out,57 for instance, that 
minority males have to wear dustcoats of gray broadcloth, with a sash around the belt, the 
total value of which could not exceed 30—40 aspers, made out only from a specific 
mixture of silk and cotton, a short headgear only made from the Denizli muslin, and flat- 
topped black footwear?? with no inner lining. Similar restrictions were stated for minority 
women as well.5? These possible spatial and physical boundaries extend to social ones as 
decrees employ Islamic law to specify that (Barkan 1940: 327) minority men could not 
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marry Muslim women, inherit from them, or leave them property in their wills. Muslim 
men could, however, marry non-Muslim women.90 

It is difficult to assess the extent to which these legal restrictions were enforced. 
There was probably an increasing degree of Muslim tolerance as one proceeded from legal 
to social regulations. The few existing historical instances convey a mixed picture. There 
are only occasional references, such as the 1696 correspondence that mentions a Jewish 
physician Moses, who cured Muslim patients, being harassed by some people for wearing 
a sable cap and riding a horse within the city. The sultan ordered these people to stop 
bothering him (Refik 1930: 29-21). Yet it is not possible to assess the frequency of such 
cases of harassment. Nevertheless, such restrictions, whether present in theory or in 
practice, delineated the boundaries of minorities as a separate social group and inhibited 
their interaction with the Muslim population. 

Minorities could escape these restrictions through one channel: conversion. Otto- 
man religious minorities sometimes converted to Islam either to enjoy the social rights 
of the Muslims or sometimes to marry a Muslim. Upon such conversions, top-level 
Ottoman office-households ceremonially bestowed a total Muslim outfit on these former 
minorities. The new outfit symbolized the cessation of restrictions. Eighteenth-century 
expense registers of office-households document such bestowals. In 1708, for example, 
a "new Muslim" woman was given a complete Muslim wardrobe: two dustcoats, a 
caftan, a robe, slippers, underwear, and head cover, totaling 57 piasters; the amount was 
paid by the household (MM2488/173). In 1745, the expense register of the grand vezir 
contained entries on the clothing given to a “new-Muslim” Armenian woman (costing a 
total of 1,455 aspers), to a "new-Muslim" Jewish man (525 aspers), and to a “new- 
Muslim" Greek (MM3699). Once again, it is difficult to assess the scope of these con- 
versions to Islam. 


Other Ottoman Groups 


The other groups in the empire, which did not form a significant force in eighteenth- and 
nineteenth-century Ottoman social change, consisted of the peasants, nomads, and slaves. 
Within the category of producers, peasants were subject to a code of regulations due to the 
state's concern with the volume of goods in the internal market so that the urban populace 
would not suffer a shortage of necessities and raw material. Since agricultural land 
belonged to the sultan,®! the peasant working it had the status of a hereditary tenant with a 
usufructuary right in return for labor. 

Nomads existed mostly in Eastern Anatolia well into the eighteenth century, 
and the Ottoman state policy of settlement of the nomads continued throughout the 
empire's history. Although nomads formed a volatile force in the earlier centuries of 
the empire, they were also significant as vanguards of Ottoman colonization of newly 
conquered lands. For example, in the fourteenth and fifteenth centuries, the Ottomans 
repopulated the newly conquered Balkans through the resettlement of Eastern nomadic 
tribes. 

Slaves mostly comprised two categories, those engaged in agricultural production 
and those placed in households in various capacities (Toledano 1993). Although slave 
trade was permitted in the empire until the nineteenth century, it was considered an 
honorable and pious deed to free one's slaves after one's death (Barkan 1940: 397). The 
children by slaves retained slave status unless recognized by the household head. 
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Apparent Boundaries of Ottoman Westernization 


The historically agreed upon parameters of Ottoman Westernization must be established 
first in order to problematize®? the concept in the succeeding chapters. The apparent 
boundaries of Ottoman Westernization encompassed the consumption of Western goods 
and the adoption of Western forms in art and architecture. These goods and forms diffused 
into Ottoman society through the mediation of Ottoman social groups; they then became a 
part of the social tradition$5 as Ottoman art, architecture and material culture reproduced 
them within the empire. 


Western Goods 


Western goods were the first component of the newly emerging West to penetrate 
eighteenth-century Ottoman society. In the previous centuries, such goods had only been 
one among a multiplicity of Ottoman status objects of foreign origin.54 In the fourteenth 
and fifteenth centuries, for example, Italian states imitated Ottoman design in their silk 
manufacturing and tile designs; looms in Venice produced cloth specifically for the 
Ottoman palace and officials. Europeans also brought clocks, musical instruments, porce- 
lain, and delicate fabrics to the Ottoman court as gifts (Renda 1983: 10—12). Yet the 
consumption of these goods remained very limited in scope; it was mostly Eastern items, 
particularly those from China (wares) and India (cloth), that were defined as luxurious. In 
the eighteenth century, owning Western goods and using Western forms acquired a signifi- 
cance of their own that surpassed the value of other status items. 

Goods make and maintain social relationships and fix public meanings; social con- 
sumption continually redefines all social categories and constantly produces and repro- 
duces society.95 By offering, accepting, refusing, or being offered goods, social groups 
utilize consumption to reinforce or undermine existing social boundaries in their societies. 
The goods assembled together in ownership make physical, visible statements about the 
hierarchy of values to which their consumer subscribes. Thus, goods that are neutral as 
objects become social in use; consumption attaches meaning to the goods. The sultan 
promulgated sumptuary laws to bring the Ottoman use of Western goods and forms under 
his personal control. Yet it was ultimately the Ottoman perception of material culture, not 
the sultan, that structured the apparent boundaries of this Westernization process. 

The Ottoman perception of material culture6 was embedded in the Islamic maxims, 
which saw goods?" as a means to an end, as a means to support oneself and one's 
dependents without burdening others. It was not the social art of procuring goods or the 
number of goods so procured that the Qur'an objected to.68 Rather, it was the use to which 
these goods were put, the interpretations attached to them, that the Qur'an often took issue 
with: the goods had to be used piously, with modesty, for the benefit of society. The 
pertinent verses in the Qur'an that support this interpretation are as follows. The Qur'an 
dictated the social parameters for the consumption of earthly goods as it warned believers 
“not to eat up their property among themselves in vanity" (Bakara II: 188; Al-i imran HI: 
29), “to lower their gaze and be modest" (Nur XXIV: 30), and “to walk upon the earth 
modestly" (Furkan XXV: 63). It was up to the believer to perform these duties to the best 
of his or her ability, "to keep his duty to Allah as best as he can and listen and obey and 
spend; that is better for his soul” (Tegabun LXIV: 16). Yet this modesty did not imply that 
the believers should not spend their wealth—they just had to be careful about the manner 
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in which they spent it. The Qur'an advocated, “let him who has abundance spend of that 
which Allah has given him" (Talak LXV: 7). A shameful doom awaited those “who hoard 
their wealth and enjoin avarice on others, who spend their wealth in order to be seen of 
men" (Nisa IV: 37, 38). The proper way was “not to covet the thing in which Allah has 
made some of you excel others. Unto man a fortune from that which they have earned; 
envy not one another but ask Allah for His bounty" (Nisa IV: 32). 

Even though the Qur'an recommended modesty in the use of goods to decrease the 
social potential of the goods in creating inequalities among Muslim believers, throughout 
Islamic history, the social practice of individuals and social groups did not adhere to this 
prescription.$? Individuals and social groups have always employed goods to demarcate 
and enhance their social positions within their societies, and the Ottomans were no 
exception. The status symbols of an Ottoman official were superior quality cloth, fur 
coats, bejeweled items, furniture made from precious cloth, carpets, households goods 
made of gold or silver, valuable slaves, horses and their equipment, and precious arms 
(Tietze 1982: 578). Although the Ottoman legal opinion on cases involving the consump- 
tion of goods used the Qur'an to instigate modesty in consumption and thus ruled against 
the usage of silk robes or clothing with gold and silver threading (Düzdag 1983: 186-87), 
competition among households fostered Ottoman luxury consumption,’° including many 
Western goods. 

The Ottomans followed the Qur'anic maxim mostly in defining what comprised 
luxury, which they defined as the display of the life style of a social group higher than 
one's own. Such a definition called for strictly specified consumption patterns for all 
social groups, where any deviation from such patterns was interpreted as luxury. The 
critical writings of one sixteenth-century Ottoman chronicler and official, Mustafa Ali, 
demonstrate the Ottoman concept of luxury consumption. One quotation in particular 
sums up the goods that the Ottomans considered luxurious: 


[V]elvet and brocade, gold-embroidered beauties like the gold brocade made in Istan- 
bul, in particular, jackets of sable and lynx fur, belt set with jewels, gem-studded 
daggers and knives are not proper for anyone but for high notables and privileged 
personages. Especially Persian and Egyptian rugs and carpets, gold-laced and gold- 
embroidered sofa spreads, precious cushions and table mats, silver basins and candle- 
sticks, gilded platters, silver censers, likewise golden and silver pen-and-ink case, 
gilded chiming clocks—to decorate [their dwellings] with these and their likes and to 
gain fame [in this manner], moreover [to dress] their servants, menials and dependents 
in princely garb and turbans that would befit the great and the descendants of the 
Prophet /seyyid]—especially if these are rogues from the Balkans or boors from 
Anatolia, and if what they wear from head to foot are sable and lynx fur coats covered 
with gold brocade—further choice, gracious [slave] girls, each one worth a thousand 
florins and slave boys, worth to die for, each one a second Joseph [in beauty], horses 
worth three or four hundred gold pieces, saddlecloths embroidered with needlework, 
gem-crusted girths and, certainly, gold-decorated horse harnesses, jeweled stirrups, 
shields dripping of sweet-smelling oil, six-edged battle-axes, precious swords—all 
these have to be the privilege of those glorious ones at the highest peak, the vezir and 
generals of wide fame. If men with lower status than these have the audacity to make 
use of them, sharp-tongued critics will lash them and will punish them severely by their 
abuse. (Mustafa Ali 1587; 139, in Tietze 1982: 579) 


Officials thus diffused luxury goods into their households as they adorned their household 
members in them. This highly criticized practice eradicated the well-defined social bound- 
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aries within and among households. To procure some service or loyalty, these officials 
also started to bestow valuable goods as gifts on the ruled; hence the distinctions among 
the rulers and the ruled began to fade. The social practice of the officials rather than the 
sultan's laws started to determine the status of these household members and subjects, thus 
eroding, indirectly, the authority of the sultan. 

The sultan introduced sumptuary laws curbing the consumption of foreign goods for 
two reasons, one financial and the other social. The vast Ottoman expenditure on foreign 
goods meant a loss of revenues to the treasury. For example, seventeenth-century chron- 
icler Naima [1863] 1969, IV: 293) stated that the import of "luxury goods" (he did not 
make a distinction between Western and Eastern goods) led to the flight of cash and goods 
from the empire to other states. Although such transactions generated customs duties, he 
argued, if those who brought luxury goods into the empire bought Ottoman goods, wealth 
was kept in the empire. The social reason for these sumptuary laws was to preserve the 
"natural order" of Ottoman society. The sultan thus subjected any visible act of consump- 
tion, be it clothing, food, or housing, to regulation. A 1788 decree (Cevdet 1872: 293), for 
example, prohibited the luxury consumption of the officials and those who tried to imitate 
them. The cited reason for the ban was that “such consumption had become a source of 
oppression." The sultan further stated that the prohibition would also decrease “the trade 
deficit which was the source of poverty among people." A similar 1792 imperial decree 
(MM10234/17) prohibited luxury items from being presented as gifts to the palace and 
from being exchanged among the officials. It suggested that cash exchanges ought to 
replace these gifts and exchange items, often comprising very valuable cloth, watches, and 
other similar luxury goods. Such a measure, it maintained, would “remove the recent 
innovations and squandering which disturbs the ancient order of the exalted state." These 
laws would stop the huge flow of money out of the empire in the purchase of these luxury 
items and also help the Ottoman sultan to regain control over the symbolic forms of 
exchange, which had evaded his scrutiny. 

Other Ottoman sumptuary laws focused specifically on fashion?! and its disruptive 
blurring of social stratification among Ottoman social groups. Two such laws were de- 
creed in 1729, for example. One forbade "some useless women who have seized the 
opportunity to lead the people astray about their social stations"? from continuing “to 
imitate infidel women." The other was addressed to Ottoman turban-makers, banning the 
practices of those “who have invented turbans which look, Allah forbid, like turbans of the 
Jews and have caused sin and evil consequences to many Muslims by mistake” from 
making such turbans (in Refik 1930: 86-88, 103-4). An imperial decree of 1784 
(MM182/46) chastized those who dressed like the social groups they aspired to join; 
“some subjects in the Balkans have started to dress like soldiers and officials without 
holding any official posts; they should be notified that such an act is prohibited.” Accord- 
ing to the sultan, the disturbing element in both these instances was the imitation by one 
social group of another. Ottoman women imitated foreign ones, men’s turbans copied 
those of the Jews, and some subjects’ clothing resembled those of the rulers. The Ottoman 
sultan was particularly wary of people crossing the social boundaries between the rulers 
and the ruled; he speedily tried to control any such attempts to blur social distinctions. 

The Ottoman perception of Western goods changed during the eighteenth century as 
these Western goods became more desirable as luxury items. The latent antagonism of the 
earlier Ottoman perceptions of the West is recounted by one seventeenth-century chron- 
icler who stated, for example, how an Ottoman governor who wanted to kill a religious 
official was “lynched by the people and hanged in a Christian cemetery upside down” 
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(Naima [1863] 1969, V: 2340-1). In another instance, the artisans, oppressed by the 
market controller, *nailed a Westerner's hat on his door to allude to his inhumanity and 
cruelty" (V: 2174). In the eighteenth century, the use of Western goods, although still 
spurned, nevertheless started to spread. A late eighteenth-century source recounted, for 
instance, that “rich Ottoman officials, who used Western furniture such as chests, console- 
tables, lustres, chandeliers and tables in their houses” (d'Ohsson, in Yenişehirlioğlu 1983: 
159), felt the necessity to hide these when the current Ottoman sultan turned against the 
Western way of living and ordered all Western furniture to be thrown away from the 
palace. The change in the sultan's attitude and the practice of the officials both lead one to 
Observe that the consumption of Western goods had indeed become a significant social 
issue?? in eighteenth-century Ottoman society. 

During the nineteenth century, the flow of Western goods into Ottoman lands contin- 
ued at an increasing rate.74 With the advent of steamships during the same decade, 
Western goods reached Ottoman ports steadily to replace domestic products eventually. 
This perceived Ottoman interest in Western goods and the rate of replacement were not 
uniform, however. Nineteenth-century European travel accounts refer to variations in this 
Western material penetration as follows. The provinces along the Mediterranean and cities 
with access to ports experienced this Western influx more strongly: Syria imported leather 
and furniture (Julliany 1842: 282), Beirut imported Manchester cotton cloth (Farley 1859: 
28). One account (White 1845; III: 216; II: 41, 118) stated that in 1844 the most prominent 
article in the bazaar in Constantinople was cheap imitation Western shawls, both cotton 
and woolen. These manufactures from the West were largely imported by the Greek and 
Armenian merchants, who themselves increasingly adopted Western customs. In Antioch, 
in 1850 (Langlois 1856: 275), the townspeople imported leather to make European foot- 
wear, glassware, and chairs; competitively priced Swiss and English prints displaced the 
clothes of Bursa, Aleppo, and Damascus (Rolland 1854: 312; Guys 1862: 250—3). Hence, 
in general, Western goods were much more readily available at the Ottoman urban centers 
and ports than inland; their inland spread took another century (Fowler 1854: 269; Dutem- 
ple 1883: 11; Enault 1855: 388). 


Western Art and Architecture 


Eighteenth-century Ottoman art also started to explore Western forms as miniature art 
incorporated the Western innovation of the third dimension, tried new uses of space after 
the Western mode, and altered its techniques to include new European techniques employ- 
ing guache, watercolor, tempera (Renda 1977: 10—11, 77). The most significant aesthetic 
transformation was in the development of a new form of art after the Western mode, 
however. These were Ottoman wall paintings, mostly of scenery (not figures, as human 
representations were often scorned in Islamic art), exploring the use of perspective and 
scale. 

Western baroque form diffused into Ottoman architecture during the same time. Yet 
the influence of baroque forms was not initially visible from the outside. For example, 
although the living quarters of Sultan Selim III (1789-1807) were internally decorated 
with fanciful rococo motifs, carved and gilded ceilings, and painted landscapes, the 
building itself appeared thoroughly traditional from the outside (Renda 1983: 18; Kuran 
1977: 325). Yet, throughout the century, as the sultans' building activities increased, the 
external use of the baroque form expanded with it. As they constructed private residences 
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in the city for their personal use, and as they bestowed funds to construct large complexes 
for the new Western-style military institutions, the sultans gradually diffused Western- 
style architecture throughout the capital as well. Western forms proliferated as the Otto- 
man officials imitated the sultan in building private residences for themselves. In these 
residences, as officials copied Western forms in the use of space, the first manifestation of 
a style called “alla franca," alafranga, in Ottoman, came about (Esin 1986: 74). 

Western forms of the baroque penetrated the rest of Ottoman society as the sultan and 
his officials constructed public fountains within the city. Ottoman baroque architecture, 
reproducing itself from the Ottoman form and Western baroque, did not have an intricate 
space conception or a strong sense of movement because it emphasized outward presenta- 
tion and decoration rather than inner use of space. Ottoman architecture was not a part of 
the historical development that led to the production of the baroque; its reproduction of 
Western baroque therefore simply borrowed the forms: Ottoman attempts in this architec- 
tural reproduction were “not to become Western but rather to resemble the West" (Kuran 
1977: 327). This is a very significant distinction; indeed, Ottoman art and architecture 
interpreted the West in an Ottoman context. The Nuruosmaniye mosque, completed in 
Constantinople in 1755 (Kuran 1977: 309), demonstrates the extent of this aesthetic 
experimentation with Western forms. For the construction of this mosque, the sultan had 
pictures and models of the most famous religious buildings brought from Italy, England, 
and France, and he had a mosque plan drawn accordingly. Yet this plan was never applied 
because Ottoman religious scholars, upon seeing the plan, stated that the building looked 
more like a Christian temple than a mosque—they suggested that a more Islamic shape be 
adopted to prevent unrest among the populace. Another plan that united Western and 
Ottoman styles more to the liking of the religious scholars was drawn up. Buildings for the 
new Western-style military institutions did not suffer from such restraints of Ottoman 
traditional architecture, however. They could be and were built to strict Western standards. 
Military barracks and shops, houses for the resident officials, bathhouses, and printing 
houses around the barracks were all planned and constructed according to building plans 
brought from Europe. The Western-style military institution thus had an aesthetic rever- 
beration in Ottoman society as it reconstructed and redefined space in Ottoman architec- 
ture (Denel 1982: 28). 

Western aesthetic forms in the Ottoman capital were then reproduced in the provinces 
through the circulation of builders and artisans. The Ottoman practice of constructing 
large monumental mosques, bridges, and large forts was to bring skilled workers from the 
diverse parts of the empire to the site in question. The mosque of Nuruosmaniye, for 
example, was built by workers brought from Asia Minor and Aegean islands such as 
Rhodes, Chios, and Mytilene (Góyüng 1983: 328, 333). The process worked in reverse as 
well; the sultan sometimes sent laborers and journeymen from Constantinople to the 
provinces to undertake similar constructions there. For example, workers from Constant- 
inople were sent to help restore the Dome of the Rock in 1720-21 (MM7829/12-22) and 
to construct the fort of Azov on the Black Sea against the Russians. The groups of artists 
who worked outside the palace adhered to a strict system of apprenticeship, and these also 
toured the provinces at times. Indeed, there were some itinerant builders and craftsmen 
who took commissions throughout the empire (Renda 1977: 189; 1983: 18). Through 
them, Western forms spread from the capital to the provinces. 

How much Western form did these constructions in the provinces employ? A brief 
survey of eighteenth-century Ottoman architecture in Asia Minor reveals substantial pene- 
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tration of Western aesthetic forms (Arik 1976). For example, the provincial mosques, all 
built by local notables, reproduced baroque forms in the wall paintings, inscriptions, and 
decorations; the private residences of these notables also replicated Western forms. Scenes 
from Constantinople were most popular in wall decorations; the image of the capital was 
frequently reproduced in the provinces.?5 By the nineteenth century, the Western style had 
become dominant in Ottoman art and architecture in both form and internal design. The art 
of painting underwent an additional transformation: following the new fashion in the 
West, wall paintings of the eighteenth century gave way to oil paintings on the ceilings and 
walls of Ottoman officials’ nineteenth-century residences (Renda 1983: 20-21). 

Through their activities, nineteenth-century Ottoman sultans helped reproduce and 
maintain the Ottoman interest in Western style. Sultan Mahmud II (1808—39) patronized 
painting; he had his portraits hung in the official buildings that were being built during his 
reign.’ Another Ottoman sultan, Abdülaziz I (1861—76), visited the three cultural centers 
of nineteenth-century Europe: Paris, London, and Vienna. He went to museums and 
attended concerts and opera performances in these Western cities. Upon his return in 1871, 
Abdülaziz had his equestrian statue made. Hence, throughout the nineteenth century, 
Ottoman sultans commissioned massive Western-looking palaces, employed European 
and minority architects and artists to build and decorate them, and furnished those palaces 
with imported European furniture and art objects. The new public buildings, such as those 
housing Western-style schools and hospitals, and the new offices of the Ottoman minis- 
tries were also built in the Western style. Western styles of clothing and forms of etiquette 
were gradually adopted, first by the sultan and his officials, and then slowly by the rest of 
society.7? By the end of the century, Western forms had so penetrated Ottoman society that 
the daughter of a nineteenth-century Ottoman official had “a French woman teach her 
French, a Hungarian girl dancing, while Jewess Mademoiselle Goldenbourg came for 
piano lessons, an American dressmaker made a dress from a gold crepe sent from England 
and a hairstylist arrived from the foreign quarters to arrange the hair of all the ladies" 
(Haidar 1944: 37, 44). 

With such agents of Westernization, Western manners also started to filter into 
Ottoman society. Yet the net effect of these manners is hard to depict since the historical 
information is mostly negative, sketchy, and highly selective. The following account from 
an Ottoman newspaper in 1869 demonstrates the nature of these complaints: 


Most elite families have left the purity, honor, manners, and modesty of Islam. [The 
women] almost abandoned their dustcoats /ferace] and veils [yagmak]; women's pet- 
ticoat [fistan] have replaced the loose robe fentari]. It has become good breeding for 
women to peddle refinement with a few French words such as "bonjour, monsieur, 
merci," and to dance arm in arm with Europeans"? in [the foreign quarter of] Beyoğlu, 
skimpily dressed. It has become gracious for women to engage in all kinds of such 
.disgraceful behavior. ... And these "alla franga” manners have infected the entire 
society, from individuals to their families and household members. [This new state of 
*affairs] has driven many decent and honorable families to disarray. (in Sungu 1940: 
815) 


This kind of anger, often connected to any process of social change, nevertheless reveals 
the internal frictions that start appearing in Ottoman society over Western practices. 

As Western forms penetrated Constantinople and reproduced themselves throughout 
the capital and the provinces, Western diffusion was transformed into Western influence. 
Foreign residents, minorities, and Ottoman embassies introduced the use of Western 
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goods; the sultan and his household reproduced them through their consumption. Sim- 
ilarly, Western art and architectural forms were first adopted in the capital to then gradu- 
ally spread to the rest of the empire. This depiction of Ottoman Westernization in "visible" 
forms acquires meaning only when it is interpreted by Ottoman social groups. The narra- 
tive of Westernization acquires analytical power only when it is situated in relation to the 
Ottoman social structure and the agency of Ottoman social groups. 


2 


War, Ottoman Officials, and Western 


Institutions 


In 1872, an Ottoman intellectual and writer, Namik Kemal, made the following comment 
on the social transformations the empire was undergoing: 


If, ten years ago, at a time when the state, having decided to publish a military journal, 
could not find among the officers more than two or three ex-clerks [competent enough 
to do the job], an angel had descended from Heaven and announced that within ten 
years, officers of the age of 20 and 22, even our own pupils, were to become the heads 
of the nation . . . who could have believed it? (Mardin 1962: 216) 


Indeed, a new Ottoman social group of military officers, physicians, and civil servants 
educated in the newly founded Western-style schools transformed the empire and them- 
selves. This new social group did indeed lead the empire, but not in accordance with the 
terms dictated by the sultan and the households. Instead, as the social group produced, 
segmented, and reproduced itself within Ottoman society on its own terms into the 
“bureaucratic”! bourgeoisie, it determined the future trajectory of social change. And 
these terms stipulated the demise of empire. 

The major eighteenth- and nineteenth-century Ottoman social transformation was the 
emergence of the Ottoman bureaucratic and commercial bourgeoisie. The main distin- 
guishing trait of this bourgeoisie was its ability, for the first time, to wrest resources away 
from the sultan’s control. The effect of war and trade on the Ottoman social structure, the 
agency of Ottoman officials and merchants, and the medium of Western institutions and 
goods adopted by Ottoman society interacted to separate the bourgeoisie into its bureau- 
cratic and commercial components. Two types of resources had been wrested from the 
sultan’s control in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries: the social resources acquired 
through Western-style education, and the economic resources attained through commerce 
with the West. The bureaucratic bourgeoisie drew its strength from the knowledge and 
expertise taught at Western-style schools and was then able to reproduce this inalienable 
social resource outside the sultan’s control into an alternate source of power. Similarly, the 
commercial bourgeoisie materialized as Ottoman minority merchants engaged in trade 
with the West entered the legal protection of major Western powers, thereby avoiding the 
sultan’s control over their economic resources. Even though these two groups could have 
potentially joined to form the Ottoman bourgeoisie, they remained segmented because of 
their separate social] locations within the Ottoman social structure along ethnic and reli- 
gious lines. The segmentation had further polarized by the late nineteenth century; almost 
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autonomously, and certainly at the expense of the sultan and his empire, Ottoman Muslims 
developed primarily into the bureaucratic bourgeoisie and Ottoman minorities predomi- 
nantly into the commercial bourgeoisie. 

The eighteenth- and nineteenth-century Ottoman wars were marked by frequent 
military defeats and escalating financial problems in provisioning wars. The empire often 
had to fight on both fronts, east and west, and most frequently with the new power trained 
in Western-style warfare, the Russian empire. Three consequences ensued from this social 
pattern to alter the Ottoman social structure. First, as the sultan needed immediate funds to 
provision these military campaigns, he had to delegate more administrative power to his 
office and provincial households and had to grant more land tenure rights and private 
property status to promptly acquire cash revenues. Second, by personally financing many 
of the Western-style reforms to win on the battlefield, the sultan drained both his own 
resources and also those of his household and the empire. The large loans he then acquired 
from European banks led, within a few decades, to the financial bankruptcy of the empire. 
Third, wars often polarized relations between Ottoman Muslims and non-Muslims as the 
latter grew and gained power at the expense of the former. The effect of these wars and the 
concomitant changes in the Ottoman social structure thus varied across Ottoman social 
groups. Even though office-households and provincial households rapidly accumulated 
economic resources at the expense of the sultan, they ultimately were not able to wrest 
these away from his control. Through various measures, such as levies, confiscations, and 
military obligations, the sultan was eventually able to consolidate these resources. 

The most significant measure the sultan resorted to against the challenge of the 
official and provincial households was his introduction of Western-style schools to gener- 
ate a new social group that would be loyal to him in his struggle. This new social group 
would not be dependent on the households and would thereby be able to undermine their 
power networks. Yet, contrary to the sultan’s expectations based on the successful 
fifteenth-century experience with the Janissaries, this new social group did not develop an 
allegiance to the sultan. The systematic Western-style education they acquired as a group 
fostered social networks and allegiances with one another. Also, embedded in the Western 
scientific knowledge and expertise they acquired through education was the Enlighten- 
ment social vision of a just and equal society and state. This group therefore developed 
allegiance not to the sultan but instead to the abstract notion of an Ottoman state. Empiri- 
cal analysis of the establishment pattern of Western-style schools in eighteenth- and 
nineteenth-century Ottoman society demonstrates the wide range of the impact of these 
institutions. When the students educated in these schools in increasing numbers could not 
find around them the state and society they envisioned, they started to form secret organi- 
zations to reform the empire. Through these organizations and with their continuous 
political opposition to the sultan, the students acquired a consciousness of their boundaries 
within the empire and developed into military officers, physicians, and civil servants all 
intent on reforming the empire. The seeds of the Ottoman bureaucratic bourgeoisie, aimed 
at reforming Ottoman society and the state, were thus formed. 


Effects of Wars on Ottoman Society 
The primary reason behind the frequent Ottoman military losses in wars was the develop- 


ment of the professional army in Europe during the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries 
(Parry 1975: 218-56; Yapp 1975: 330-43, Anderson 1979: 29). Specifically, the size of 


46 Rise of the Bourgeoisie, Demise of Empire 


the armies grew considerably? during the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, and equip- 
ment and tactics underwent significant changes as the infantry, for instance, switched from 
fighting in a phalanx to the line system, which also necessitated constant drilling and 
discipline, a transformation perfected by Maurice de Saxe. The disciplined infantry 
reached its epitome with the automata of Frederick the Great, whereby the army main- 
tained parade ground discipline on the battlefield. The introduction of mobile field artill- 
ery by Gustavus Adolphus and of horse-drawn field artillery by Frederick the Great and 
the standardization of guns all changed the pace and intensity with which wars were 
fought. The new technological innovations in warfare necessitated a small, long-service 
force trained constantly in barracks; the mercenary soldiers of pre—eighteenth-century 
Europe were gradually replaced by universal and compulsory conscription, for instance, in 
France in 1793 and Prussia in 1813. 

The increased size of the army, complex tactics, and sophisticated artillery, and other 
technological developments also necessitated a well-trained officer corps. Officer schools 
throughout Europe, such as at Saint Cyr, Ecole Polytechnique, and Potsdam, expanded to 
provide training specifically in the scientific study of warfare. This training also enabled 
the perfection of unitary vertical command, an innovation introduced by Wallenstein. The 
enormous increase in firepower in the mid-nineteenth century made this scientific training 
even more crucial; as the breech-loading, magazine rifle replaced the musket and the 
machine gun made its debut in 1870, open-order attacks and constant training became 
essential. Officers trained in these schools also learned to make use of new technological 
developments such as the telegraph, telephone, and railway in planning and executing the 
mobilization of troops, maintaining their food and other supplies, and designing warfare 
strategies and tactics and rapidly deploying troops once the war was over. The nature of 
the relationship between warfare and peace, between the army and the rest of society, 
became more complex and involved. 

War, warfare, and the necessary training they entailed penetrated and altered societal 
structures more and more. European kings started to drill their armies continuously, and, 
as war remained the only art expected from kings, they invested all their resources to 
shape and prepare the entire social structure for the battlefield: the treasury to regularly 
pay military salaries; the ministry to regulate the affairs of war; retirement funds for old 
soldiers, who now devoted their lifetime to fighting; veteran's hospitals and barracks. 
Manufacturing plants established for the soldiers’ clothing and for ammunition created a 
new public space and a new social location for the army within the Western European 
system at large. As a consequence of these transformations, the amount of expenditure per 
soldier increased twofold in Europe in the period 1874—94.3 Western-style warfare thus 
necessitated large cash revenues. 

The Ottoman empire rapidly started to encounter these professional armies in the late 
seventeenth century,* and their encounter persisted throughout the eighteenth? and nine- 
teenth® centuries. Even though the size of the Ottoman army and its equipment were not 
significantly different from that of the European armies, the Ottoman lack of discipline 
and the constant training that had led to societal transformations in Europe led to frequent 
Ottoman defeats.” During a period spanning 206 years (1703—1909), the Ottoman army 
fought a total of sixteen wars, most with adverse outcomes. The Ottoman wars with Iran 
were also debilitating as they were often very long and usually ended without a clear 
conquest. The mountainous parts of Iran often provided a natural refuge to the Iranian 
rulers and a natural barrier to the advancing Ottoman forces. The continuous employment 
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of the Ottoman army in these wars also affected internal security, as many revolts? 
occurred throughout the Ottoman provinces. 

These Ottoman wars were unlike those in earlier centuries in that they did not bring 
military and material success or geographical expansion. They also marked significant 
symbolic and territorial loss to the Ottoman empire (Lewis 1982: 51); specifically, the 
1768 war with Russia that ended with the treaty of Küçük Kaynarca in 1774 gave 
significant territorial, political, and commercial advantages to Russia. The 1783 Russian 
annexation of the Crimea marked the first loss of Ottoman territory with a Muslim 
majority population and was followed by a similar incursion against Ottoman lands in 
1798, when Bonaparte occupied Egypt, which had been an Ottoman province since the 
sixteenth century. The 1854 Crimean war fought against Russia with the help of France 
and Britain also demonstrated to the Ottomans firsthand the pivotal tactical edge the 
deployment of new Western warfare tactics provided. 

Internally, the eighteenth- and nineteenth-century wars drained the resources of the 
empire, and the subsequent fiscal crises caused transformations in the Ottoman military, 
fiscal, and land tenure systems. As the contemporary state of military warfare outdated the 
Ottoman mounted cavalry provided by the military fiefs, these cavalry had to be replaced 
by drilled infantry, which required salary payments in cash. The military fiefs, however, 
entailed payments in kind, whereas the sultan needed urgent cash revenues for his cam- 
paigns. Since tax-farms rather than fiefs could provide the cash revenues needed to pay the 
salaries of these new military units, the sultan accelerated the replacement of military fiefs 
with tax-farming and freeholds, where payment was made in cash. 

The pattern by which the effects of war reverberated throughout the Ottoman social 
structure can be observed within the context of the Ottoman financial system. The two 
fundamental assumptions of this system were that wars would always be won and that war 
expenses would not be financed in cash. These assumptions had structured the Ottoman 
fief organization, whereby posts were distributed in return for loyalty and allegiance and 
fief-holders made their payments in kind. In addition, the fief organization, the sultan's 
treasury, and Ottoman finances?— and hence the military, agricultural, political, economic 
practices of the empire— were all interlinked within the structure of the sultan's house- 
hold. When the Ottoman wars changed from being a source of income to a source of 
expense, the Ottoman financial system started going through a series of crises, and, 
because of these linkages, the effect of the crisis escalated and affected the whole Ottoman 
structure. 

By the late eighteenth century, the Ottoman sultans were meeting with frequent 
difficulties in the payment of the military salaries; one sultan in particular, Selim III, noted 
time and again that he “would gladly send his own revenues if there were any money in 
the treasury. He spent many sleepless days and nights thinking of what to do" (in Ozkaya 
1985: 248). The effect of these wars on the Ottoman economy became more severe 
throughout the late eighteenth and nineteenth centuries (Geng 1984: 53-61). During the 
first half of the eighteenth century, the Ottoman economy was in a state of expansion: 
artisans throughout the empire in Constantinople, Damascus, Ankara, Bursa, Tokat, Sa- 
lonica, and Adrianople were active, cotton cloth production and printed cotton manufacto- 
ries grew, and goods were manufactured for foreign markets. The Ottoman state itself 
bolstered this investment in the Ottoman economy by founding three large printed cotton 
manufactories in Tokat, Crete, and Chios. The second half of the eighteenth century 
demonstrated an immediate drop in all economic production, however. Revenues from 
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textile production to cotton prints to soap production decreased 25—60 percent. The 
agricultural sector suffered a similar fate. By the nineteenth century, the Ottoman state, in 
order to meet domestic needs, had to set more and more export restrictions on cereals, 
leather, wool, silk, olive oil, soap, manufactured leather, silk, and cotton cloth. Since the 
goods and services demanded by the sultan for war often coincided with those demanded 
by merchants for trade, with each soldier, consumption increased at the expense of 
production. As goods and services thus became scarce, prices rapidly escalated and 
inflation ensued. During war periods, the decline in the maintenance of security within the 
empire also affected trade routes and markets negatively. In addition, Ottoman land losses 
in the wars contributed to the decline in agricultural production and commerce. The sultan 
often increased taxation to recover his financial losses, yet, since the Ottoman taxation 
system was based on production, this practice made it more profitable for taxpayers to 
produce less to pay fewer taxes. Hence the quantity and quality of goods and services in 
the empire declined rapidly. This development led to the increased replacement of eco- 
nomic production with imports. +° 

There were many Ottoman attempts to recuperate the large financial losses suffered 
during these wars. The three traditional fiscal methods the Ottoman sultan resorted to were 
compulsory donation, confiscation, and currency debasement. In the eighteenth century, 
the Ottomans tried to apply these methods and added a few new ones to raise the necessary 
cash for the wars (Berkes 1964: 74; Geng 1984: 60; Tabakoglu 1985: 261—99; Cezar 1986: 
33, 135—36). When the Ottoman state administration needed funds, it usually requested 
loans from the sultan's treasury. If and when that proved insufficient, the administration, 
under the tutelage of the sultan, then initiated a system of internal debts, whereby rich 
Ottoman notables and officials were asked for cash revenues and then given shares in 
return for their cash loans to the state.!! Usually, the administration sent requests for loans 
from rich individuals whose names were periodically collected to each administrative unit 
of the empire; they then allotted state poll tax revenues as collateral and explained that the 
loans would be paid after the war. This system of raising funds quickly depleted the 
sultan's treasury and made him financially dependent on his administration. Also, when 
the administration raised money through domestic loans, it emphasized that it was the 
state that needed the money, not the sultan, thus contributing to the escalating structural 
separation between the sultan and the Ottoman state. Another measure that replenished 
state revenues at the expense of fueling inflation was confiscation, mostly upon death, of 
the wealth of those wealthy individuals who usually had some financial transaction with 
the treasury. Debasement of the coinage constituted the other measure the state used to 
raise money; this practice was often accompanied by the mandatory collection of gold and 
silver goods from society in exchange for payment in debased coinage. All Ottoman 
subjects who owned goods in these valuable metals were required to sell them to the 
Ottoman mint. To set an example to the rest of society, the sultan and his palace household 
often led in this measure, donating, in addition to cash contributions, many gold and silver 
wares in their possession. Other extraordinary measures, such as the confiscation of the 
one-year equivalent of the pensions of retired religious scholars, orphans, and widows, 
were quickly discontinued when they met with the severe criticism of religious scholars.!? 
The net effect of all these measures was the depletion of the resources of the sultan's 
household, which became increasingly cash-poor as the costly wars continued. 

During the period 1783—87, before starting a new military campaign against Russia 
and Austria, Ottoman statesmen actually discussed, for the first time, whether they could 
afford such a war. given the difficulties the sultan encountered in paying soldier's salaries. 
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When domestic fiscal measures proved insufficient to meet the growing need for reve- 
nues, the Ottoman administration considered, for the first time in their history, the idea of 
cash loans from other states (Cezar 1986: 89-92, 137-38; Özkaya 1985: 248; Kuran 
1968: 40). Initially considered as potential lenders were France, Spain, and the Dutch 
Republic, countries with which the Ottoman state had a history of relatively peaceful 
interaction. Yet some Ottoman statesmen opposed the idea of borrowing money from a 
Christian state and proposed that Muslim states such as Morocco, which would gladly 
contribute to this holy war against the Christians, should be approached first. Although a 
Moroccan ambassador arriving in Constantinople in 1783 promised such a loan, the 
Moroccan ruler stalled the Ottomans for years, and, in the end, the loan never mate- 
rialized. When the Ottomans, assuming that it was in the interest of Ottoman protectorates 
such as Algeria and Tunisia to support such a holy war, requested help, all sent encourage- 
ment, apologies, and no money. In 1789, after all internal revenue sources and all other 
possibilities within the Muslim world were exhausted, as a final recourse, the Ottoman 
state decided to borrow money from the Dutch. Yet this loan also fell through when the 
Dutch, who had suggested that the Ottomans borrow from a wealthy merchant of theirs, 
could not find such a merchant. In 1799, the Ottoman sultan had to ask for a loan from 
England. The English promised the Ottomans one million sterling at 6 percent interest and 
asked the placement of Ottoman customs-duty revenues as collateral. Although an agree- 
ment was reached in principle, the loan did not materialize when the English minister 
argued that a budgetary difficulty in England had made the payment of such a loan 
impossible. It was more than fifty years after this request that the first Ottoman loan from 
a foreign state, followed by many internal loans, materialized, with disastrous conse- 
quences to the Ottoman empire. 

It was again a war, in this case the 1854 Crimean war with the Russians, that 
provided the occasion for the first Ottoman foreign loan (Suvla 1940: 270—5). The French 
and the English, who allied themselves with the Ottomans, suggested that the Ottoman 
sultan could finance this long and costly war by borrowing money from European mar- 
kets. Indeed, the sultan did indeed borrow, for the first time, 2.5 million gold coins 
(Osmanlı altını) from English banks at 6 percent interest and designated, as collateral, the 
taxes accruing from the province of Egypt. As the war continued,!? the Ottomans rapidly 
needed another loan and a year later borrowed 5.65 million gold coins from the English 
banks at 4 percent interest, this time specifying the customs duties from Syria and Smyrna 
as collateral. In all, between 1854 and 1877 the Ottoman sultan made a total of nineteen 
loan requests—almost one request every year—and borrowed a total of 251,209,758 
Ottoman gold coins. Of this amount, however, only 135,015,751 gold coins, that is, 
approximately 54 percent, made it to the Ottoman empire. The rest were retained by 
Western powers as interest on the loans. The sultan's designation of Ottoman revenue 
sources as collateral irretrievably transformed them into commodities and also delegiti- 
mated his claims to protect them. A new loan arrangement emerged in the context of 
another war, this time the 1877 war with the Russians. When the Ottoman sultan could not 
find credit in the European markets to finance this war, he borrowed 10 million gold coins 
from Ottoman minority bankers of Galata and from the Ottoman Bank in Constantinople 
founded by European and Ottoman minority financing. Ottoman minorities had always 
been involved in the sultan's financial transactions with the West; they had often cashed 
the receipts with which the sultan had paid Ottoman debts (Suvla 1940: 265). It was their 
participation in currency exchanges that had generated the large profits that they then 
started to lend directly to the Ottoman sultan. Yet the Ottoman sultan was soon unable to 
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pay these vast foreign and domestic loans and the Ottoman state had to declare bank- 
ruptcy. In 1881, the Western powers, with the participation of the Ottoman minorities, 
established the Ottoman Public Debt Administration (Düyun-u Umumiye)!¢ to collect, in 
return for outstanding loans, the revenue accruing from the main tax sources of the empire, 
such as customs duties and tobacco production. During the twenty-eight years between 
1886 and 1914, the sultan continued to make a total of twenty six—almost yearly—loan 
demands, borrowing a total of 120,314,473 gold coins.!5 The symbolic and physical 
control of the sultan over the empire rapidly eroded as the Ottoman sultan kept parceling 
out revenue sources that had always been considered sacred and that had been entrusted to 
his protection by God. Western protection of Ottoman minorities and the disparate eco- 
nomic development among the Muslims and the minorities to the advantage of the latter 
also polarized the Ottoman populace (Maoz 1982: 95). For instance, in 1799, when 
Napoleonic troops invaded Palestine, Muslims in Damascus rioted against their Christian 
neighbors. Similarly, when a Greek revolt broke out in 1821, many parts of Syria and 
Palestine witnessed Muslim animosity toward Christians. 

The Ottoman sultan made his first attempts to raise money by internal loans in the 
late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries.'© First, certain treasury issues (esham), 
variously described as bonds, assignats, and annuities on the proceeds of customs and 
other revenues, were issued to creditors with an annual income of 5 percent. Most of the 
proceeds accruing through this measure were spent in the 1768 war with Russia. Similar 
issues on provincial revenues were reported around 1783. The needs and opportunities of 
the Crimean war brought a new type of loan (kaime), which floated on the money markets 
of Europe and carried with it a high rate of interest. Even though substantial cash re- 
sources were raised through these internal and foreign loans, the continuous wars fought 
prevented their use for successful structural change. 

In summary, the Ottoman wars in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries depleted 
the revenues of the empire and caused transformations in its financial, military, and 
agricultural structures. It was particularly the technological change necessitated by new 
warfare, the need to switch to a technologically more complex army, that required large 
amounts of cash revenues for maintenance, especially of artillery, and engineers. As the 
Ottoman sultan sought out these cash revenues for military campaign financing, he ended 
up losing significant resources, both social and economic. Military provisioning depleted 
the Ottoman sultan's vast financial resources, and as the Ottoman need for cash revenues 
was phrased not in terms of the distress of the sultan but rather that of the Ottoman state, 
the public space within which the sultan and the state existed as one household unit started 
to break down. Escalating domestic and foreign loans did not prevent but actually acceler- 
ated the demise of empire. In the words of Ottoman statesman Ziya Pasha, "if from 1592 
to 1839 the empire had advanced on the road to decline at the pace of a two-horse carriage, 
from 1839 to 1869 it had rushed with the speed of a railway train" (in Lewis 1979: 172). 


Responses of Ottoman Social Groups to Wars 


Given the sultan's increasing dependence on his household to finance the costly wars of 
the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, the Ottoman office-households, their successors 
the provincial households, and the households of religious scholars ideally would have 
been the three social groups eventually to challenge the sultan's control. When financially 
strained to finance more troops, the sultan did indeed resort to using the military retinues 
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of the office-households as regular soldiers—a practice that enhanced the social power of 
the office-households. Later in the eighteenth century, when Ottoman administrative 
power further extended from the office-households to include provincial notables (ayan), 
the household still remained the organizing principle of the empire (Ozkaya 1983: 7-9). 
The sultan maintained his control over the social structure insofar as the household 
remained the organizing principle. This condition also explained the failure of both office- 
households and provincial households to challenge the sultan: neither could generate an 
alternate organizational structure to the household, which formed a tightly bound, well- 
trained, and efficiently run social unit. Yet the complex social and moral ties that devel- 
oped in them did often elude the sultan's control, thereby making his rule precarious. 
Hence, ironically, in successfully responding to this challenge from the households, the 
sultan decided to train a new social group in his new Western-style educational institutions 
with which to replace them. 

This new group acquired the scientific knowledge and expertise necessary to replace 
the administrative functions of the office-household and provincial household. Western- 
style educational institutions, which were under the sultan's jurisdiction but not his direct 
control, provided a new social practice that emphasized efficiency in the organization of 
work and expertise in the acquisition of skills. This often contradicted existing Ottoman 
practice, which had emphasized thoroughness in work organization and experience in skill 
acquisition.!7 Because of this shift in emphasis, students in the Western-style schools 
could challenge the authority of the Ottoman administrators based on their newly acquired 
scientific knowledge.!? Also, the organizing principle of this group was not the household 
but instead the institution. As this emerging Ottoman bureaucratic bourgeoisie built on its 
networks and applied its new knowledge to the organization of the empire, it marginalized 
the control over the empire by the households.!? The new Western-style institutions re- 
placed the office-households, and once stripped of their household organization,2° house- 
hold members were reduced to salaried personnel and absorbed into the Ottoman bureau- 
cratic system (Heyd 1961). Ultimately, this social group successfully challenged the 
Ottoman sultan to transform into the Ottoman bureaucratic bourgeoisie. As the household 
organization of the empire waned, however, the sultan and his empire dwindled with it. 


Ottoman Officials and Office-Households 


In the seventeenth century, as administrative authority devolved from the palace, the 
metaphor of the sultan's household?! as the organizing principle of the empire started to 
lose its symbolic and spatial significance. In 1654, the grand vezir was the first Ottoman 
administrator to move his household from the sultan's palace to a residence within the city 
(Ergin 1939: 52). This first spatial separation was soon followed by other administrative 
offices, such as that of the chief Ottoman official of finance (defterdar),22 who, in 1676, 
also started to conduct business in his residence in the city (Tabakoglu 1985: 40—44). By 
the eighteenth century, the imperial council had ceased to meet in the palace and was now 
transacting all governmental business in the grand vezir's residence. Yet, even with this 
physical separation of offices from the sultan's household, the household remained the 
organizing principle of the empire. As the office-households started training their own 
household members for the administrative posts of the empire, they appropriated and 
accumulated resources at the expense of the sultan's household. Candidates from the 
office-households eventually surpassed the palace graduates in acquiring important central 
and provincial appointments. In the eighteenth century, half of the sultan's appointments 
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for high office were filled by men who had been either raised or trained in or attached to 
office-households (Abou-el-Haj 1974: 438, 443). A study of the tenure pattern among top- 
level Ottoman offices during the same century (Itzkowitz 1962; 1977) corroborated the 
monopolization of these offices by certain households. Hence, these office-households 
constituted the first challenge to the sultan's control. 

How did the challenge of the office-households to the sultan emerge, and why could 
it not succeed? The sultan considered household size a significant criterion in assigning 
offices, because those officials with large households usually performed administrative 
duties more thoroughly (Kunt 1983: 84). Yet, the sultan's incentive, namely, the thorough 
collection of resources by the households for the center, ultimately conflicted with that of 
the official, who had to retain resources himself for the upkeep of his large household. As 
officials retained more resources for their own upkeep, the sultan accelerated the transfor- 
mation of the fiefs?? he had allocated to these households into tax-farms and freeholds (for 
the latter point, see Cezar 1986: 45; Ozkaya 1985: 39, 92, 115). The office-households 
responded to the sultan's challenge by developing and relying more and more on their own 
social and economic resources. In order to sustain his control over them, the sultan 
responded by fostering competition among the office-households.?4 Due to this competi- 
tion, upon being appointed to an administrative post, the official now had to stay at the 
capital to guard his appointment and, in his stead, trained and sent his household members 
as deputies.?? These household members, once established in the provinces, often formed 
their own households and became a segment of the provincial notables. If he could not 
avoid leaving the capital, the officeholder often maintained a representative in the capital 
to look after his interests in the fierce competition among the households. Hence, the 
pattern that emerges in this process is one of tension, as different groups contested one 
another's social boundaries and developed contingent strategies to challenge their re- 
source control. In the case of the office-households, they inventoried their expenses, 
developed transactions to supplement their incomes, and formed complex social networks 
through measures such as gift exchange and marriage to maintain and reproduce their 
social boundaries. The sultan countered by depleting their resources through levies and 
confiscations and by instigating competition among them. Each such contingent strategy 
had consequences for each group, however. As the office-households trained more of their 
members to participate in the increasingly competitive administrative system, they lost 
social power to their members, who then formed their own households and often joined 
the ranks of the provincial notables. As the sultan and his immediate palace household 
utilized Western-style educational institutions to prepare a new social group with which to 
replace office-households and provincial households, they in turn were forced to relin- 
quish their power to this new group of Ottoman bureaucratic bourgeoisie. This internal 
social transformation was a significant component of eighteenth- and nineteenth-century 
Ottoman social change, a component that has often been overlooked because of the undue 
explanatory power placed on Western influence. 

Yet how to illustrate this Ottoman social transformation from within? A systematic 
analysis of pertinent archival documents and historical chronicles illustrates the internal 
dynamics of Ottoman social change. Through such empirical sources, one is able first to 
delineate the formation and reproduction of office-households and then to outline the 
measures undertaken by the sultan to curb their immanent challenge. An analysis of 
eighteenth-century expense and inheritance registers of Ottoman officials documents 
maintenance to be the main expense of the office-household, followed by that of the 
expense accrued through travel and campaign costs. For instance, Elhac Yusuf Pasha, the 
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governor of Jidda ([MM9725/257 9), and the grand vezir Şehid Ali Pasha (MM6266/402— 
20) both had households of considerable proportions; the grand vezir's household com- 
prised 112 household members receiving monthly salaries and 234 personal slaves, in- 
cluding 180 male slaves, 49 female slaves and 5 eunuchs. Another pasha (KK7454) paid 
his 56 household agas 11 piasters?6 per month, while the 43 orderlies received 6 piasters 
each. He also had a large private army; his 241 Albanian soldiers with their 5 officers 
received 9 piasters each, 2 of which were for provisions. In a different office-household 
(CD11122), a vezir paid his 211 members a total of 1,372.5 piasters in monthly salaries.27 
The inheritance registers of some of these household members also indicate that they 
received periodic gifts from the household head.?8 In 1795, the cash bonus given by a 
vezir to his 46 men during a religious holiday reached a total of 4,765 piasters (CD11122). 
The second largest source of expense of the office-household was transportation. The 
travel expenses of a vezir from Trebizond to Erzurum, a relatively short distance, docu- 
ments the extent of this expense (MM2628/12-21); the vezir spent thousands of coins on 
provisions and on gifts to the local notables. During campaigns, officials also had to join 
the sultan's army with their households, soldiers, and the men they recruited from their 
provinces specifically for the campaign. Hence the size of the office-household and, of 
course, its expenses increased during military campaigns: a vezir's expense register 
(CD15970) drawn in 1808 at the frontier revealed a household of approximately twenty- 
five hundred men. During such campaigns, the official, unable to recover his amplified 
expenses from the sultan, often ended up in debt (Göçek 1994b). 

Archival documents depict three measures officials used to generate and maintain 
their resources. One was to levy additional duties from the subjects, and such duties did 
indeed become very frequent in the eighteenth century. Another was for officials to 
generate income by personally investing in agricultural and industrial production and in 
urban property. Returns from such investments often did form a very large portion of the 
office-household's income. For instance, in the expense register (D2823) of a grand vezir 
in 1764—65, only two-thirds of the vezir's revenues accrued from the sultan's allocations: 
one-third comprised his own economic investments. Two additional expense registers 
portray the possible scope of an official's personal investments. These investments ranged 
from industrial products, as in the case of Sehid Ali Pasha (MM6266/402-20), who, 
around 1716, built 11 soap manufactories in Izmir, to Esad Pasha (MM9770/326), the 
governor of Damascus, whose confiscated wealth in 1763 contained 54 looms of striped 
(alaca) and 24 looms of silk-cotton (kutni) cloth, 2 inns, 236 shops, 42 vegetable gardens, 
3 bathhouses, 7 farms, 20 houses, 2 mills, and 4 coffee houses.?? Elhac Ali Pasha, the 
governor of Konya, similarly possessed a large number of properties, land, and livestock 
near Constantinople (MM9770/525). Such investments were widespread throughout the 
Ottoman administrative system. For instance, an Ottoman official, Battal Sadik Agha, died 
in 1788, leaving behind a large number of rented-out urban property (MM9719/254—7): 2 
mills, 41 pieces of cultivable land, 23 shops, 2 coffee houses, 16 fruit-and-vegetable 
gardens, and 3 olive oil presses—amounting to a total of 89 pieces of property. The third 
measure the officials resorted to was money lending, both as suppliers and as receivers. 
For instance, Elhac Yusuf Pasha, governor of Jidda and former commander of Morea 
(MM9725/257-9), left behind large inheritances comprising mostly cash totaling 286,769 
piasters. Such large amounts of cash, and often the lists of debtors accompanying it, 
suggest that many Ottoman officials might have engaged in moneylending.?? The records 
are more explicit in other cases, including that of one sheik-ül-islam who, in 1846, had 
lent money, with interest, to a judge and a soldier (CA654). Many officials also attempted 
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to maintain their households through continuous borrowing from moneylenders. For in- 
stance, the inheritance registers of two such officials (CM15918, A170/102) contain large 
debts. 

Another much understudied practice the office-households used to reproduce and 
secure their resources was the employment of social networks. Through such networks, 
officials established ties, commitments, and alliances that often countered the sultan’s 
control. These networks ranged from informal interaction through visits to gift exchanges 
to the formal establishment of allegiance through marriages. Eighteenth- and nineteenth- 
century Ottoman documents often reveal a high degree of social interaction among office- 
households. For instance, inheritance registers and religious endowment deeds, which 
contain the names of people assigned as legal guardians over minors or as witnesses and 
which also cite the nature of the relationship between the parties, demonstrate the strength 
of social ties in Ottoman society. In the inheritance register of the fief-holder (zaim) 
Mehmed Agha (A127/73), the legal guardian appointed over his minor children was “a 
family friend" who also happened to be the Ottoman chief architect (ser mimaran-i hassa) 
Elhac Ahmed Agha. The religious endowment deed of the grand admiral Kaymak Mustafa 
Pasha contained, as witnesses, many religious scholars and old Ottoman officials residing 
in Constantinople (Aktepe 1969: 35). The witnesses to the endowment deed of the grand 
vezir Damad Ibrahim Pasha were an even more exalted set (Aktepe 1960: 155). In 
addition to the above-mentioned grand admiral, the chief palace physician (ser etibba-i 
hassa), the agha of the Janissaries, the apportioner of military inheritances (askeri kas- 
sam), the former military judge (kadiasker), and the chief secretary of state (reisülküttab) 
all witnessed the deed. 

Eighteenth-century chronicles supplement this documentation of Ottoman social net- 
works. They reveal that the most common medium of social interaction for officials in 
Constantinople?! was attending each other's informally held courts (divan) and receiving 
days (Naima [1863] 1969, VI: 2047; 2527; 2620; 2631). On these visits, they discussed 
state matters, campaigned for their opinions on a particular state matter to gain support for 
its execution, or exchanged information on the availability of posts and appointments 
made to them. They also entertained each other to the accompaniment of many musicians 
and dancers. Through such periodic visits, the office-household formed an information 
network that helped maintain and improve its position vis-à-vis the other households. 
Officials who were dismissed from posts or who were discontent with the ones they held 
tried to gain social support for a new office appointment by visiting “influential” house- 
holds. In some instances, when these officials were unsuccessful in their attempts to get 
new appointments, they visited the households of other discontent officials and tried to 
incite opposition to the sultan who controlled the appointments (Naima [1863] 1969, VIT: 
2555). Visiting households also produced positive results. Officials appointed to higher, 
more influential posts would usually nominate officials who visited and associated with 
them to other posts. In one instance, when one such person, Hüsamzade, became the chief 
of Islamic legal ruling (müftü), he appointed a friend to a teaching post at a school (Naima 
[1863] 1969, VI: 2642). This cooperation among officials through their social ties often 
expanded beyond appointments. These ties that the office-households formed also helped 
them in times of duress, when they collaborated to neutralize the sultan's challenges. For 
instance, when one official received the sultan's orders to execute another who happened 
to be his friend, he would often send his own men ahead to notify the official of the 
impending order, thus giving him time to escape. Later, when the official ostensibly 
arrived at the residence of the other to execute the sultan's order, he would find no one 
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there (Naima [1863] 1969, VI: 2764). Other friends would then intervene on behalf of the 
errant official and often succeed in modifying the sentence. 

Another medium that fostered social networks among office-households was gift 
exchange, through which officials confirmed commitments and allegiances and built 
alliances. The eighteenth- and nineteenth-century Ottoman inheritance and expense regis- 
ters again document the large scope of gift exchange among officials. If a good was given 
as a present, these inventories almost always specified the names of the parties involved in 
the exchange. For instance, the listed gifts given to Ahmed Pasha, the commander of 
Hotin, indicated that Abdi Pasha, the commander of the neighboring town, had sent him a 
mule as a gift (CM30257). Such exchanges probably helped confirm the commanders' 
mutual reciprocal support of one another in times of need. In the expense register 
(KK7454) of a vezir, of the 118 horses listed, many were recorded as gifts from other 
Ottoman officials, such as Yusuf Pasha, Hasan Pasha, and “son of Hafiz Pasha.”?? The 
gifts the vezir sent in return were also recorded: he dispatched four horses to the judge of 
Haskóy, one to the physician Hekim Pasha, and another to his son-in-law in Constantino- 
ple. The vezir’s register also contained a list of 26 fur coats that were sewn to be given as 
robes of honor to many officials. Such gift exchanges reconfirmed the alliances among 
office-households. Officials constantly made such social investments through gift ex- 
change, even when traveling. For instance, upon traveling from Trebizond to Erzurum 
during the period 1789-91, probably on his way from one appointment to another, a 
governor (MM2628/12—21) gave many robes of honor at every town he passed through. 
Bestowed mostly upon local notables, these presents might have served to procure their 
allegiance to him as their new governor. Gift-giving incurred a long-term obligation on 
both the giver and the recipient, establishing a link between them. The return to the gift 
confirmed the link and often initiated a network between the two office-households. Such 
gift exchanges also occurred outside the sultan’s control.33 Gifts could establish, maintain, 
and enhance the social resources of office-households, but their maintenance was costly. 

The most significant practice office-households utilized to sustain and reproduce 
social networks was initiating kinship ties. These were the most resistant to the sultan's 
attempts to wrest resources away from the office-households and the most enduring to the 
rise and demise of fortunes. Marriage formed the main channel for establishing such ties 
between households, often guaranteeing access to information, to new offices, and to 
resources of other households. Also, fictitious family ties were established through patron- 
age, slavery, and milk brotherhood. The information contained in the eighteenth- and 
nineteenth-century Ottoman inheritance registers, religious deeds, and chronicles displays 
the significance of these family ties and marriage patterns in reproducing the social 
location of office-households. For instance, the inheritance registers often inscribe the 
names and occupations of the heirs of the deceased, thus revealing the nature of kinship 
ties. In 1808, all the sons of the deputy-judge (kadı naibi) of Dimetoka were listed as being 
the descendants of the Prophet?^ on their maternal grandfather's side (A856/146). The 
family thus had religious connections on both sides; the father had a religious post, and 
the mother descended from a prestigious religious family. In another instance, in 1791, the 
sultan confiscated the inheritance of Abdullah Pasha, the governor of Erzurum 
(MM9720/206—9). The governor’s wife petitioned, however: she stated that most of the 
confiscated wealth was not his but hers; it was she who had owned the 2 shops, 3 farms, | 
garden, 621 olive trees, 450 goats, and 61 horses. She proved, through court records, that 
she had indeed inherited these items from her father. Wives of governors often came from 
wealthy households themselves and retained their wealth. Women's resources, which 
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could not be confiscated by the sultan,3? thus formed pockets of resistance. Through social 
networking, many sons were able to retain and expand beyond the sources they inherited 
from their parents.?96 Religious endowment deeds also portray the complex kinship ties 
among the top-level Ottoman officials. The deed of the grand admiral Kaymak Mustafa 
Pasha (Aktepe 1969: 15), for instance, which listed all his family and kin, demonstrated 
that the admiral's mother was the daughter of the former grand vezir Merzifonlu Kara 
Mustafa Pasha; the admiral himself was the grandson of another famous grand vezir, 
Köprülü Mehmed Pasha. The admiral, in addition to coming from such illustrious office- 
households, had formed additional networks through marriage. He was married to the 
daughter of the current grand vezir Damad ibrahim Pasha; his brother-in-law Kethüda 
Mehmed Pasha was in charge of the empire's internal affairs. Sometimes officials married 
off their daughters to promising household members, thereby securing the futures of their 
kin. For instance, Sevünduk Pasha married his daughter to his steward, who then became 
the governor of Adana and acquired the title pasha himself (Naima [1863] 1969, V: 
2230).37 

Another way officials retained and reproduced their office-households was by estab- 
lishing religious endowments.?8 Such endowments could be established either as endow- 
ments of a definitely religious or public nature, such as mosques, schools, hospitals, 
bridges, or water fountains, or as family endowments for the benefit of the founder's 
children, grandchildren, or other relations. The latter, although ostensibly founded to 
benefit the poor and offer prayers for the family, nevertheless expanded in the Ottoman 
empire, especially in the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, to protect officials against 
the sultan's confiscations (Yediyildiz 1984, 1982a, 1982b, 1982c). As the endowers of 
such family establishments could stipulate the terms under which their funds could be 
employed and often appointed their own family members in perpetuity as the administra- 
tors (mütevelli), the officials often endowed their vast properties?? for the upkeep of their 
office-households. For instance, when Mehmed Agha, the chief correspondent (telhisi) of 
the sultan, left endowments upon his death (A94/16), he designated the terms of the 
endowments in such a manner that his heirs were able to use the annual income of 370,896 
aspers accruing from them to maintain his office-household. Religious endowments often 
benefited the endowers more than the poor for whom they were ostensibly founded. In 
another instance in 1814, Tekelioglu Haci Mehmed Agha, the deputy governor of Teke, 
who was listed4? as owning 117 pieces of property upon death, including 70 houses, 30 
shops, 14 gardens and orchards, 2 inns, and 1 granary (CA654), endowed 85 of these. 
Hence, through such measures, office-households were able to generate and sustain the 
social and economic resources with which they could potentially challenge the sultan. 

In the eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries, the sultan countered the challenge of 
the office-households through three practices: he depleted their resources by allocating 
them less than what was needed to maintain their household, confiscated their economic 
resources, and fostered competition among them. The sultan curbed the officials’ resource 
base by decreasing the fiefs he allocated them. He tried to replace these fiefs with cash 
payment, thus slowly reverting the officials into salaried employees of the state with no 
direct access to economic resources (Cezar 1986: 58—60, 64). Yet, during the latter part of 
the eighteenth century, the sultan also had to allocate additional income to the officials 
based on household size because he had to keep relying on the administrative and military 
services provided by such large office-houscholds. By conservatively estimating the cost 
of maintenance for each household member at 70 piasters, and by systematically provid- 
ing less than the amount necessary for such maintenance, the sultan was able once more to 
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exercise his control over the households, however. An empirical analysis of the sultan's 
income allotment pattern to office-households vividly illustrates this resource depletion 
process by the sultan.^! 

A comparison of the allocated amount for household expenses with the estimated 
household expense reveals that the household size always exceeded the income allocated 
on average by 20 percent. Hence the sultan was able to deplete the resources of the office- 
households by systematically providing them with amounts lower than what was needed 
for household maintenance. As the officials kept paying the difference from their own 
funds, they were forced to become dependent on the sultan or borrow funds from mon- 
eylenders. Indeed, in one instance in 1827, the confiscated books of four Ottoman Arme- 
nian moneychangers, Tingiroglu Osib, Kilcioglu Kirkor, Davidoglu Osib, and Sarı- 
simyonoglu Osib (MM10278/33-—6), revealed that they owed money to many officials, 
including the ex-sheik-ül-islam Mustafa Asim Efendi and the current sheik-ül-islam 
Yanyalizade Abdullah. They were also owed money by many other officials, including 
Nurullah Pasha, the governor of Edirne, and Mehmed Pasha, the commander of Limni. 

The second practice that the sultan employed to curb the challenge of office- 
households was confiscation.42 The sultan confiscated the wealth of the Ottoman officials 
either when they were dismissed from office or when they died. Archival documents again 
illustrate this practice in depth. For instance, the sultan confiscated the inheritance of 
Abbas Agha, the tax collector of Kiitahya, upon his death in 1792 (CM2034). His cash and 
valuables were then sent to the sultan, and his livestock, cereals, farms, and property were 
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Figure 2. Fiscal Control as Indicated by the Amount Given by the Ottoman Sultan Versus the 
Amount Needed for Household Maintenance. (Başbakanlık Arşivi, Hazariyye Defteri [Prime Minis- 
ter’s Archives, Registers of Imperial Aid], no. 4: 180, 280-82.) 
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auctioned locally; the cash amount accruing from this transaction was then relayed to the 
sultan's treasury as well. Similarly, when the former chief of finance Mehmed Efendi was 
exiled from office (Naima [1863] 1969, VI: 2551—54), a total of 50,000 piasters and 100 
purses of gold were found buried in various places in his residence: the official had tried, 
without success, to hide some of the wealth from the sultan's confiscation. Even though 
the threat of confiscation did indeed provide the sultan with significant power, he could 
not practice it without justification. The imperial decrees at the end of the eighteenth and 
the beginning of the nineteenth century frequently assured Ottoman society that the 
inheritance “of those who did not have any accounts with the Ottoman state would not be 
confiscated” (Buyruldu 1—2/12 in 1808).43 Since officials could not escape having ac- 
counts with the state and thus the sultan, they were prime targets for confiscation. Among 
Ottoman social groups, the inheritances of Ottoman officials and provincial notables were 
confiscated the most, followed by those of wealthy merchants. The 1,033 confiscations in 
my sample population of eighteenth-century officials support this argument. Throughout 
the eighteenth century, the Ottoman sultan's attempts to curb the resource bases of the 
officials and provincial notables became evident as he confiscated more and more inheri- 
tances. In 1722, when Mehmed Pasha, the former governor of Tripoli-in-Lebanon, owed 
money to the treasury, he was told to pay his debts “or his wealth, the wealth of his sons 
and of the prominent members of his household would all be confiscated” (MM3792/1-—6). 
The sultan used Mehmed Pasha's debts to the treasury to threaten him with confiscation. 
Similarly, in 1739, Mollacik Mehmed Efendi, the accountant in charge of the collection of 
the poll tax, also owed money to the treasury (MM10338/309). Although threatened with 
confiscation, he "asked for the forgiveness of the sultan and settled in his debts with the 
treasury for a reduced amount of 50,000 piasters." In this case, the official was able to pay 
a cash amount and forgo confiscation. In 1744, the subjects complained against Mirioglu 
Hasan, the voivode** of Morea (MM9741/193—94), for overcharging the sheep tax. The 
voivode had escaped by the time these complaints reached the sultan. Upon the sultan's 
orders, his wealth was confiscated by Mustafa Pasha, the commander of Morea. 

The confiscation of officials’ wealth often took place during their life and was due to 
their misuse of office. In 1750, Mehmed Pasha, former grand vezir and governor of 
Baghdad, was dismissed and all his wealth confiscated "except an amount sufficient for 
his sustenance” (MM10194/5). Similarly, in 1804, when another Mehmed Pasha, the 
governor of Sivas, was unable to pay his debts, he was dismissed from office and his 
wealth confiscated (CM15871). In 1805, the wealth of a tax-farmer (mültezim) Mustafa 
was seized for “his oppression of the peasantry” (CM6959). Confiscations and their 
release in cash increased during campaigns when a revenue crisis developed around the 
payment of the soldier’s salaries. For instance, in 1738 an imperial order was issued 
(MM10338/312 and MM10164/414) to confiscate the wealth of Atif Efendi, the chief 
treasurer of the empire, who was able to fend off the confiscation by promising to pay 
104,000 piasters in cash. This amount was then used immediately to pay the salaries of the 
soldiers at the frontier. The confiscation of the inheritances of merchants or officials who 
were known to have cash stocks particularly escalated during these periods as well.45 

The other measure the Ottoman sultan used to counter the challenge of the office- 
households was to foster fierce competition among them. Ottoman chronicles again illus- 
trate the nature of this competition. For instance, in the late seventeenth century, the 
Ottoman chronicler Naima*® vividly described the method one dismissed official inge- 
niously employed to get another post ([1863] 1969, VI: 2622). He borrowed cash and 
goods worth one hundred purses of gold and gave these as gifts to some well-known men, 
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who then testified as to what an experienced official he had been. Upon this testimony, the 
chief financial administrator recruited him as a member for his own household and gave 
him, in exchange for sixty purses of gold the post of collecting revenues from the province 
of the Horn of Africa.47 Complaining that the appointment system came to revolve more 
and more around the investments officials made in one another's resources, the same 
chronicler stated: 


Sometimes, when a man's talent is recognized by the sultan and high-state officials, the 
man suddenly acquires a fame. All the people, thinking he is now a man who has a say 
in everything, in every state affair, flock to his doorstep. Some go seeking self-interest, 
others try to forestall any harm he might cause them, still others attempt to acquire 
fame and favor through their association with him. . . . Whatever the reason may be, 
they try to get nearer him by giving him whatever they own. In return, he solves the 
problem of one, yet shelves the difficulties of five others. Still, through many tricks, he 
accumulates a large amount of gold and expensive property. . .. These people who 
start joining (and forming) the household of the man are all ignorant, mean people 
burning with the ambition of an administrative post. ([1863] 1969, VI: 2662, 2936) 


With time, this competition for posts and the significance of social resources in attaining 
them had reached such a proportion that a group of "confidence men" emerged in Con- 
stantinople. These would make it seem as if they had just been appointed to offices and 
then sit and gather the wealth of all those adamant office-seekers who wanted to buy their 
favors.48 Another reason for the fierce competition among officials was the economic and 
social difficulties one encountered upon failing to procure a post. Even though the loss of 
economic resources was less significant than the loss of social resources in terms of the 
long-range consequences, it became more and more difficult for an official to attain a new 
post as more and more time lapsed between appointments.49 There were many others in 
similar situations. Once the post was lost, the official's position became very precarious: 
he could not cut his expenses since he needed to retain a large household to keep his 
chances of attaining a post, and he also had to buy off favors and invest in social ties 
through gift exchange to maintain his candidacy for a post (Naima [1863] 1969, VI: 2961). 
This precariousness enhanced the competition for appointments and led office-households 
to invest more and more in developing their own social ties. In addition to the gifts they 
gave to maintain posts, officials had to bid for posts and pay large amounts in cash for the 
right to collect taxes (iltizam)5° on agricultural land. 

What was the most significant outcome of this tension between the sultan and the 
office-households? Both sides trained new personnel with which to counter the challenge 
of the other. In the case of the office-households, this resulted in the transfer of resources 
from officials to household members. Household members became the center of inter- 
household competition as officials tried to recruit able members for their households to 
improve their competitive stand (Naima [1863] 1969, V: 2045; VI: 2599). Members 
sought to join those office-households that offered them more opportunities.5! In the late 
seventeenth century, many household members started to desert their office-households to 
join others where the likelihood of attaining posts for themselves was higher. Such 
desertions sometimes led to conflicts between office-households. For instance, when a few 
household members of Ibrahim Agha, the chief of finance of the empire, ran away and 
joined the office-household of a military official, the ensuing friction between the officials 
led to the latter's dismissal from office. Some household members ended up acquiring 
offices that equalled or surpassed in stature those of the household head. Two elements of 
the interoffice competition produced this result. Members obtained training within the . 
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office-household, which provided them with administrative skills. When they then started 
managing the properties of the office-household, they often procured economic resources 
for themselves. Seventeenth- and eighteenth-century Ottoman chronicles abound with the 
records of top-level officials who were trained in the households of others. The voivode of 
Wallachia, for instance, was trained within the household of Koca Kenan Pasha; the 
treasurer of the grand vezir Dervis Pasha, who was also a former slave in the household of 
the chief eunuch at the palace, became the voivode of Kilis and Agraz (Naima [1863] 
1969, VI: 2917; 2526). Hence, household members were able to devolve resources away 
from the office-households by accumulating administrative skills. In the case of the sultan 
and his palace household, this challenge of the office-households resulted in his training 
another body of potential administrators in Western-style schools. These too acquired 
knowledge and expertise and gradually sapped resources from the sultan. Yet the competi- 
tion between the sultan and the office-households also produced a new social group in 
Ottoman society that challenged them both: the provincial notables and their households. 


Provincial Notables and Provincial Households 


In the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, local notables52 merged with members of 
office-households who resided in towns and provinces as overseers to form a locally 
wealthy and influential social group. This group accumulated wealth by administering 
economic resources and gained influence by forming their own households. The local 
notables had been the intermediaries between the town populace and the Ottoman admin- 
istration in the sixteenth century. Their assistance included relaying the subjects’ com- 
plaints about the administrators to the sultan, helping to guard the town, and informally 
overseeing the administration of justice,5? often by acting as experts in monetary adjust- 
ments and appraising inheritance values. Town officials relied on them in regulating food 
provision for the town and food production. In the seventeenth century, many of those 
participating in the expansion of the empire in the east and west, including officials, 
soldiers, and religious scholars, also retired>4 to the provinces to join the ranks of these 
notables (Tabakoğlu 1985: 214—15). Through this addition, the social ties between the 
provinces, the office-households, and the capital intensified. In the eighteenth century, as 
competition between the sultan and the office-households escalated and as the Ottoman 
wars continued, the ensuing Ottoman administrative transformation?? from military fiefs 
to tax-farms gave provincial notables access to social and economic resources (Cezar 
1986: 306—7; Ozkaya 1977: 103). They thus transformed into “provincial households."56 

The conflict between the sultan and the office-households aided the development of 
provincial households in that officials could not leave the capital for fear of losing their 
posts and therefore delegated authority to household members residing in the provinces 
(Ozkaya 1985: 196). As the officials became more and more entrenched in office competi- 
tion, they remained in the capital and let the provincial notables have more and more 
authority as their deputies. Also, when officials had to dismiss many household members 
when their competition with the sultan diminished their resources, some of these members 
emerged as provincial notables, as they had gradually commanded the skills necessary to 
oversee production and collect taxes. For instance, in 1808 Kór Ismail, the provincial 
notable of the Havza and Kóprü towns (MM9755/111), who was owed 38,650 piasters 
by various Ottoman officials residing in these towns, was probably a local resident who 
had become a notable. The sultan's frequent need for cash to provision his campaigns 
formed the other reason for the empowerment of provincial notables. When the Ottoman— 
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Austrian war lasted sixteen years (1682—98), for instance, the sultan raised the necessary 
cash to provision the war by farming out public revenues and state lands, and the nota- 
bles emerged as provincial agents of the tax-farmers or as tax-farmers themselves. Sim- 
ilarly, the continuous wars on both fronts of the empire, such as the 1768-74 Ottoman- 
Russian war, further fostered the authority of the provincial notables as these house- 
holds maintained security in the provinces.?? In addition, when the size of the Ottoman 
army engaged in numerous wars proved insufficient, the auxiliary force of the notables 
formed a more and more significant part of the Ottoman military (Mutaciyeva 1977: 
180-81). 

The economic resources of the provincial notables increased significantly after their 
appointment as tax-farmers. Yet the source of their wealth was, like office-households, tax 
collection and tenure in a state office. Like the office-households before them, the provin- 
cial notables? invested this wealth in agricultural land, urban property, or moneylending. 
Eighteenth- and nineteenth-century Ottoman inheritance registers illustrate this argument. 
The 1783 inheritance register (MM9741/180-3) of the notable of Hasan, Dimetoka, who 
had a wheat harvest of 1,645 keyl,5? 390 sheep, many livestock, farms, vineyards, and 
pastures, documents the agricultural base of the provincial notables. Some of the produce 
accrued from his tax-farming; some from his own local investments. Yet the wealth was 
not restricted to agriculture but also extended to urban property. In town, this provincial 
notable owned a barbershop and a coffee house. The townspeople also owed him a large 
debt of 66,155 piasters, indicating either that the notable was engaged in moneylending or 
that many of the townspeople had tax arrears. Indeed, some notables used the wealth they 
had accumulated from the urban and rural economy to lend money. In 1808, for instance, 
Kór Ismail, the notable of Havza and Kóprü, provided capital and credit to merchants and 
artisans (Cezar 1977: 65). Hence, although the notables mostly gathered wealth through 
tax-farming, they invested this capital in a variety of fields, ranging from land to real 
estate to trade ventures. For instance, in addition to agricultural land and urban property, 
the inheritance register (CM31689) of Pehlivanoglu Ahmed Agha, the notable of Samako 
Bolu, contained two valuable items, a ship with a load capacity of 1,500 pounds, and a 
third share in another vessel with a load capacity of 3,000 pounds. Another notable of 
Saruhan (CM20543) who died in 1813 had twenty pieces of urban property, including two 
tanneries, two grape storehouses, one shoe store, half a share of a kebab house, two mills, 
and three vineyards. Still another, Kavayali Ibrahim Bey (ME3: 106—10), obviously 
engaged in trade with the West, since his vast inheritance? in 1836 included approx- 
imately one and a half million piasters lent to an Austrian merchant at 4 percent interest, 
and about a million piasters loaned to the Austrian counsul in Drag. In addition, provincial 
households claimed some fiefs as abandoned and uncultivated and petitioned, often with 
success, to requalify these holdings as private property (mülk), they also purchased un- 
cultivated land, which they converted to agricultural farms (Cvetkova 1977: 169). 
Through these measures, notables were able to create large revenue bases for themselves, 
some of it, like the agricultural lands reverted to personal property, outside the sultan's 
control. 

In the eighteenth century, the provincial households started to collect revenues 
through tax-farming. They did not relinquish these to the sultan but retained them for the 
upkeep of their own households, since the largest source of expenditure for the provincial 
household, like the office-households, was maintenance. Because the notables, like the 
officials before them, kept and provided soldiers as auxiliaries during military campaigns, 
they depleted their wealth in their efforts to equip and maintain these soldiers. The large 
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proportions of soldiers under these notables demonstrate their significance as provincial 
forces. In 1803, for instance, Tepedelenli Ali Pasha had 80,000 provincial soldiers serving 
under him; at the end of the eighteenth century, Abdülhalim, the notable of Baskar, had 
20,000 foot soldiers and 3,000 cavalry. Tirsiniklioglu, the notable of Rusçuk, had an army 
of 20,000 at the beginning of the nineteenth century. These large auxiliaries, preying on 
the notables' wealth, were nevertheless a source of influence for them. In addition to the 
sultan's campaigns, the notables used these soldiers to track and catch bandits, punish 
rebels, send food provisions to the capital, provide security, and collect taxes (Ozkaya 
1977: 146—58). Once more, since it was upkeep expenses that economically endangered 
the survival of provincial households, they again invested in social networks to reproduce 
their power. Some provincial notables joined the ranks of the officials through marriage or 
trade alliances. According to a 1790 inheritance register (CM31691), for instance, the son- 
in-law of Abdülaziz, the deceased notable of Milas, was the head of the sultan's palace 
doorkeepers,®! thus indicating that the daughter of a provincial notable had married an 
official from the sultan's palace. Trade alliances between notables and officials were also 
not uncommon. In 1809, the notable of Varna and a former grand vezir, Mustafa Pasha, are 
listed (MM9755/175) as being partners in suet and wax trade. The pasha’s agents in 
Constantinople sold the wax and suet the notable had processed in Varna. One may 
conjecture that the pasha had probably served in Varna in the past as an official, whereby 
he formed this economic tie with the notable. 

In addition to patronage ties, marriage, family ties, and gift exchange, the provincial 
households developed a new social resource: political representation. As intermediaries 
between local subjects and the sultan, provincial notables were elected by the subjects and 
approved by the sultan. Ottoman archives document the emergence of the political ties of 
the notables with the subjects, ties that the sultan could not obliterate. During the eigh- 
teenth century, for instance, Ottoman townspeople sent frequent petitions to the sultan, 
asking him to appoint a provincial notable to maintain security in their towns and to 
defend them against bandits, and then naming their own candidate for the position. In 
1759, the "representatives," comprising “the learned (ulema), the pious (suleha), the 
subjects (reaya), and the populace (beraya)” of the towns of Aska, Serkehe, Asayir, and 
Selendi presented such a petition (E7974). They stated that since their towns had had 
constant attacks from bandits, there was a “dire” need for a courageous notable to protect 
them. For the position, their candidate was “Elhac Ibrahim, a brave man, knowledgeable 
about the situation, and cherished by the people.”6? Even though the outcome of this 
particular petition is unknown, such petitions nevertheless set the precedence for the 
sultan to institutionalize this principle of representation in the late eighteenth century. An 
imperial decree of November 1790 (HH24893A) spelled out the rules of this elective 
principle, declaring that “the notable should be elected by the townspeople by popular 
consent, without the intervention of any official authority. The notable, in return, should 
not execute his duties without getting the people’s approval; he should not decide by 
himself. The state would take care (and punish) those notables who mix things up.” 
Although the administration of justice and attention to the opinion of the subjects had 
always been a significant maxim in the Ottoman administration, the acceptance of the 
subjects’ candidates introduced a new dimension that went beyond the regulatory mea- 
sures in administering justice. For the first time, this representative derived his administra- 
tive legitimacy not solely from the sultan but also from the subjects. It was this new social 
resource that often enabled him to successfully resist the sultan control. 

The sultan tried to control the provincial notables in the same manner as the office- 
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households: through confiscations and forced taxation. Yet he had more difficulty super- 
vising the provincial households because they were geographically closer to revenue bases 
than the sultan.9? Still, the confiscations the sultan enacted reverted resources to him and 
prevented their transmission to the next generation of notables.94 The sultan's justification 
for the confiscations was the notable's failure to pay taxes, which the sultan often inter- 
preted as an indication of the notable's rebellion against his authority. In 1766, for 
instance, the sultan confiscated the wealth of the Karaosmanoglu family, who were the 
notables of Manisa but were now referred to as “bandits” in the Ottoman documents 
because of their rebellion against the sultan (D3023). Similarly, the notable of Dimetoka 
could also not escape confiscation;6? he was executed in 1783 by the sultan's order for 
*his defiance" (MM9741/180). One tax-farmer, Halil Bey, was punished in 1783 through 
confiscation (MM9741/202) when he “behaved against the sultan’s order and escaped 
upon the fear of exemplary punishment.” His wealth consisted of sixteen farms and many 
shops. Katircizade Mehmed, the notable of Kemerhamid (MM9750/56), was executed 
and his inheritance confiscated in a similar manner in 1801. The early decades of the 
nineteenth century also contained many such confiscation orders.96 Control through ex- 
emplary punishment was practiced by the sultan; for instance, when Veli Pasha was 
beheaded, his severed head was placed in waterskin bags filled with honey and sent to the 
capital, where it was displayed on the “admonition stone" in front of the sultan's palace 
(Sakaoglu 1984: 164). After the 1860s, the center once more established control over the 
provinces at the expense of the provincial notables, whom they replaced by salaried 
officials sent from the capital. The confiscations, which peaked in the 1770s, were abol- 
ished officially in 1839 with the sultan's reform edict (Yüksel 1992: 400—403). 

The sultan could also deplete the resources of the provincial notables through forced 
taxation. In the eighteenth century, the sultan's demands for soldiers and their provisions 
increased due to frequent Ottoman military campaigns, mostly against the Russian and 
Austrian empires. Hundreds of imperial decrees were sent to the provincial notables 
ordering them to provide soldiers for the 1787—92 wars (Ozkaya 1985: 47). In November 
1772, for instance, the sultan demanded 15,650 soldiers from 57 notables in Anatolia for 
the spring campaign of 1773 (CAsk 26021). The real need of the sultan for soldiers often 
intermixed with his attempts to check the power of provincial notables. Using military 
campaigns as an excuse, the sultan depleted the economic resources of the provincial 
households, as demonstrated in the case of the notable of Izmir who belonged to the 
Karaosmanzade family. The case starts in the Ottoman archives with a 1769 petition 
(MM9999/57) stating that Elhac Halil, the tax collector of the neighboring town of 
Saruhan, "having fallen under the influence" of the provincial notable, had failed to 
perform his duties and correctly report the amount of tax he gathered. The sultan imme- 
diately appointed another tax collector and, at the same time, to deplete the resources of 
the notable, asked him to contribute generously to the ongoing Ottoman campaigns. In 
1772, the sultan ordered the notable to join the impending campaign with his retinue and 
then pardoned him from service, in return for 500 fully equipped and armed soldiers sent 
as recompense (MM10003/398). The notable also had to pay the salaries of these soldiers, 
as the sultan's treasury only took care of their food provisions. A similar correspondence 
(CM7049) followed eight years later in 1800, when the sultan again ordered the notable of 
Izmir to join his military campaign. Then, although the sultan once more pardoned him 
from service in return for providing soldiers, the demands were much higher this time. 
Instead of 500, the sultan asked for 3,500 mounted soldiers and 150,000 piasters for 
equipment assistance. He then reverted this demand into cash, requiring the notable to 


64 Rise of the Bourgeoisie, Demise of Empire 


pay, in lieu of the 3,500 mounted soldiers, 350,000 piasters. It probably would have been 
costlier and more dangerous for the notable to join the campaign; he would have spent a 
fortune maintaining his retinue and might have fallen into disfavor if and when he failed to 
win a battle. Rather than take such risks, the notable replied that he would pay the 350,000 
but not the additional 150,000. The sultan gave his pardon, on the condition that the 
350,000 piasters should be sent very speedily within two to three, at most, five days 
because, he added, soldiers would be recruited from Albania with that money, and these 
Albanian soldiers refused to join unless they were paid in cash in advance. Included in the 
imperial letter was a warning: if the notable failed to pay the 350,000 as required, the 
sultan would punish him for his misbehavior and make him pay the additional 150,000 as 
well. This case demonstrates the long and intricate negotiations between the sultan and the 
provincial households as each tried to maintain its social boundaries against the advent of 
the other. 

The reactions of the provincial households to such strict and, at times, impossible 
demands of the sultan varied, however. Some notables had their resources totally depleted 
and perished; others formed connections with the officials and activated these connections 
to revoke the sultan's orders; and still others rebelled against the injustice of the sultan and 
his administration. In the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, two rebellions rocked the 
Ottoman empire; one reached its peak in Western Anatolia during the years 1595-1610, 
and the other in the Balkans during the years 1791—1808. The sultan had difficulties 
controlling both rebellions because of cooperation between the bandits and the provincial 
notables, where the notable's support was either covert or overt, depending on his relation- 
ship with the sultan. Ottoman archival documents substantiate the sultan's attempts to 
control these rebellions, as they list frequent confiscation orders for the wealth of provin- 
cial notables, who are often referred to as "bandit" (gaki) or “bandits” (eskiya)67 because 
they happen to oppose him. In 1749, for instance, an archival document (MM9770/239— 
40) lists that the sultan executed one such “bandit,” Veliefendioglu Mustafa, his two 
brothers, and his two nephews and then confiscated their wealth.98 Similarly, in 1764, a 
document specifies (MM9991/654-5) that another such “bandit,” Sepetçioğlu Mustafa of 
Gönen, escaped and his house was burned.9? In 1766, the sultan executed still another 
“bandit,” Karaosmanzade Ataullah of the family of notables of Izmir,7° along with his 
brother and his son, and confiscated his wealth (CM29536). The sultan dealt with the 
“bandits” in the Balkans in a fashion similar to the ones in Western Anatolia. In 1783, for 
instance, when Beyzade Nureddin, the notable of Pristine (MM9741/176-7), "one of a 
group of brigands," was sentenced to be executed, he managed to escape, but his inheri- 
tance was nevertheless confiscated. Yet since most of his property was burned out, the 
inheritance was left to his inheritors. Similarly, in 1792, Zaimoglu Mehmed, the ex- 
notable of Nevrekob (CM4206), was hanged and his wealth confiscated because of “his 
banditry and his communication with the rebels."7! In 1795, the sultan ordered that 
Abdülhakim Agha, the ex-mufti of Ayas, who “with the intention of becoming a notable 
turned rebellious and oppressed and committed injustices," be imprisoned in the Kayseri 
castle and that his wealth be confiscated (CM12065).7? In 1799, when the tax collector 
Kürd Mehmed Agha and his forty "clingers-on" (taallukat) accumulated a lot of property 
in Damascus, their wealth was confiscated and sent to the sultan (CM15558). Yet the 
notables could, and often did, form pockets of resistance to confiscation. For instance, 
when one provincial notable, Kóse Pasha, who rose to prominence after supplying soldiers 
to the sultan's campaigns, was notified of the impending visit of the sultan's agents to 
confiscate his wealth (Sakaoglu 1984: 78), he circulated among the populace the rumor 
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that the sultan was sending the agent to assess the wealth of the populace in order to affix 
new taxes. The notable suggested, therefore, that they all hide their wealth. He himself 
replaced the valuable goods in his residence with cheap substitutes and, in addition, served 
the agent some common wheat soup as a meal to demonstrate the poverty of the region. 
On the same evening, he orchestrated the populace to come to his residence bearing sticks 
and stones and crying out to the notable that “they were all hungry, and the notable should 
share with them whatever he was giving the sultan's agent." Upon these incidents, the 
sultan's agent left with the impression that the state was misinformed about the wealth of 
this region and its provincial notable. No confiscation order followed. 

Still, confiscations, forced taxation, and executions ultimately did decrease the power 
of the provincial notables in challenging the sultan's control. The provincial households 
failed’? to successfully challenge the sultan for the same reason that the office-households 
had been unsuccessful: both households had lodged their power base in resources the 
sultan controlled, mainly agricultural land and the tax revenues accruing from it. These 
households could not successfully develop and reproduce resources independent of the 
sultan's control. The households did nevertheless utilize their administratively trained 
household members to challenge the sultan. In addition, before their slow demise, the 
provincial households used their new social resource— political representation—to chal- 
lenge the sultan's authority. In 1808, under the leadership of the grand vezir Bayrakdar 
Mustafa Pasha,7^ himself a provincial notable of Hezargrad and Rusçuk, the provincial 
notables joined forces, came to Constantinople, and forced the sultan to sign a Deed of 
Agreement (Sened-i Ittifak) of mutual support, which recognized and confirmed the 
Ottoman provincial notables as a social group. Of the six clauses in the agreement, three 
concerned the notables,?5 whereby the notables agreed to obey the terms of the agreement, 
not to object to the sultan's recruitment of soldiers from their provinces, and also to come 
to the sultan's aid if there were rebellions among the soldiers in the capital (Karal 1983, V: 
92). Even though the effect of the agreement was not long-lasting, in that the sultan soon 
retrieved most of the privileges he had parted with, the agreement had a significant 
symbolic impact on the Ottoman notion of sovereignty. Although the sultan ratified this 
agreement, the Ottoman state, not the sultan, was a party in it. Even though the sultan, by 
introducing such a distinction, was able to avoid being legally accountable to the notables, 
the distinction was nevertheless fundamental in foreshadowing the gradual separation of 
the Ottoman state from the sultan.76 


Households of Religious Dignitaries 


The ascendance and devolution of the influence of the religious scholars followed the 
pattern of the office-households. The households of religious scholars had been significant 
because of their ability to escape confiscation, wield economic and social control over 
religious foundations, the judiciary, and the educational system of the empire, and form 
ties with office-households through marriages to reproduce their control. Their power had 
reached such a degree in the fifteenth century, for instance, that when Mehmed II confis- 
cated many of the landholdings of their religious establishments, his successor had to give 
this land back. Similarly, in 1622, when Mustafa I seized the surplus yield of the religious 
endowments, this also was a temporary measure not repeated (Gibb and Bowen 1963, II: 
32—33). The religious dignitaries could not form social resources that ultimately could 
escape the authority of the sultan over their resources, however. By gradually forming 
Western-style courts and educational institutions, Western-style ministries overseeing the 
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administration of religious foundations, the sultan was able also to demobilize the poten- 
tial of this social group to challenge and delegitimate his rule. 

The social strength of religious dignitaries is confirmed by the diaries of Lady Mary 
Montagu, who resided in Constantinople in the early eighteenth century. 


I had the advantage of lodging three weeks at Belgrade with a principal Effendi, that is 
to say, a Scholar. This set of men are equally capable of preferments in the Law or the 
Church, those and Sciences being cast into one, a Lawyer and a preist [sic] being the 
same word. They are the only men really considerable in the Empire; all the profitable 
Employments and church revenues are in their hands. The Grand Signor, tho general 
Heir to his people, never presumes to touch their land or money, which goes in an 
uninterrupted succession to their children. ’Tis true they lose this privelege by accept- 
ing a place at Court or the Title of Bassa, but there are few examples of such fools 
amongst 'em. You may easily judge the power of these men who have engross'd all the 
Learning and allmost all the Wealth of the Empire. Tis they that are the real Authors, 
tho the Souldiers are the Actors of Revolutions. They depos'd the late Sultan Mus- 
tapha, and their power is so well known 'tis the Emperor's interest to flatter them. 
(1965: 316-17) 


Although many indeed were “no fools” to accept official positions, they did nevertheless 
enter into networks with the office-households through their administration of religious 
endowments and through intermarriages. In the seventeenth century, for example, the 
household of a religious judge included, through marriage ties, other judges, merchants, 
tradesmen, and military officials. One extreme example of such tie formation is the 
household of one seventeenth-century head of religious affairs, sheik-ül-islam Feyzullah 
Efendi, who married his eight sons and six daughters to prominent office-households in 
the religious, financial, and military administration (Türek and Derin 1969). Through 
these marriages, his household was able to retain its hold over the allocation of religious 
posts for decades. Even though dismissed from office and exiled to Eastern Anatolia for 
almost ten years, this dignitary was able to maintain his household and relative position 
within the administration. He managed this difficult task by maintaining a residence in 
Constantinople, corresponding with high-level officials, and sending them frequent gifts. 
Ten years later, he was appointed back to the office of head of religious affairs. 

Religious dignitaries further extended their networks through landholding and educa- 
tion (Baer 1980; Szyliowicz 1973: 59—61). They developed patronage ties through their 
frequent audiences and discussion circles in the mosque. Upon obtaining administrative 
posts, these scholars used their ties to form large office-households of their own. The 
household expense registers of the officials of the religious administration in the ar- 
chives’? document their households to be comparable both in size and in activity to those 
of the officials'. Late sixteenth-century chronicles (Repp 1977: 277) prove that religious 
dignitaries trained their household members for religious posts in a manner very similar to 
that of the officials'. Their own sons or the sons of household members thereby got more 
and more frequently appointed to relatively high posts at a young age. This state of affairs, 
the concentration of power in a few families, was occurring in the provinces as well as the 
capital (Ortaylı 1979: 157). 

A comparison of the religious post tenures between the seventeenth and eighteenth 
centuries demonstrates the swift pace of this monopolization of posts by such religious 
household members (Ortaylı 1979: 156-57). Nine out of twenty heads of religious affairs 
in the seventeenth century rose from among the subjects (45 percent); in the eighteenth 
century, only four out of thirty came from the same group (13 percent). Social 
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resources and the ties between office-households became even more significant in monop- 
olizing the post of the head of religious affairs (Zilfi 1983: 320). Between 1703 and 1839, 
three Ottoman households contributed thirteen of the fifty-three heads of religious affairs 
(22 percent) and twenty of the seventy-six head of religious affairs tenures (26 percent) in 
the period. This eighteenth-century monopolization of religious establishment by certain 
families and their households also facilitated the sultan's encroachment upon their spheres 
of influence. 

The differences between the religious and military organization in control and re- 
sources started to wane in the early nineteenth century, however."$ By the eighteenth 
century, as the households of religious dignitaries also frequently intermarried with the 
military, and as the sultan abolished the Janissaries?? in 1826 and founded Western-style 
schools and courts that now undermined their legitimacy, the boundaries demarcating 
them became much more fluid. The inner tensions within the religious establishment due 
to the swelling of the ranks, monopolization of offices, increasing tension among the 
wealthy and poor religious scholars, and developing allegiances with the unorthodox 
religious orders (tarikat) hastened this process. Properties of religious foundations also 
fell into ruin throughout the centuries (Gibb and Bowen 1963, II: 178). The administration 
of the religious endowments was centralized by the sultan and turned into a ministry after 
the Western mode in 1840; the establishment of a ministry of education in 1857 and a 
ministry of justice in 1879 followed. This bureaucratization deprived religious dignitaries 
of both their financial and administrative autonomy. Adolphus Slade, who visited Con- 
stantinople during the reign of Mahmud II, the sultan who instigated these series of 
reforms, provides a poignant account of this decline in power as he narrates how the sultan 
overcame the resistance of the religious dignitaries to condone his adoption of Western- 
style costumes for the military: 


The Scheick Islam [sheik-ül-Islam] of the day refused to issue a fetwah [decree] 
sanctioning the change of costume, on which Mahmoud sent for Meki-zadeh Effendi, a 
Mollah of great personal influence on account of his wealth and noble descent, his 
family having furnished several Scheicks Islam to the state, and demanded if auhority 
for the proposed alteration might not be found in the Koran. "The particular case may 
not be cited," answered the courtier, “but it is written that the desire of the prophet's 
successor shall be law." Charmed with the decision, Mahmoud, in order to render it 
authoritative, deposed the unbending head of the law, and appointed Meki-zadeh 
Effendi in his place. (1837, I: 493) 


Slade's narration of how the sultan could so swiftly and so summarily dismiss the sheik-ül 
islam exhibits how the structural position and power and the dispensability of religious 
dignitaries had started to resemble those of the office-households. Ultimately, they were 
not able to challenge the sultan but instead their power eroded as the sultan coopted more 
and more of their social strength by creating Western-style schools and courts. By the end 
of the nineteenth century, they had lost control of both education and justice to the newly 
created Western-style institutions and had become government officials. 

The sultan assumed that the students trained at these Western-style schools would be 
loyal to him in the way his household members initially were, before the institutionaliza- 
tion of office- and provincial households and the learned hierarchy set in. His assumption 
proved incorrect: these students developed allegiances to each other, proceeded to expand 
the state at the expense of the sultan, and formed the origins of a new group, the Ottoman 
bureaucratic bourgeoisie. 
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Ottoman Adoption of Western-Style Educational Institutions 


The combination of an external factor, the costly Ottoman wars, with the internal dynam- 
ics, namely, the challenges of office- and provincial households and religious dignitaries, 
led the Ottoman sultan to adopt Western-style educational institutions in the eighteenth 
and nineteenth centuries. The analysis of the effects of the wars on the Ottoman empire 
and the nature of the challenges of the office- and provincial households now leads to an 
empirical investigation of the Ottoman sultan's response, namely, his adoption of 
Western-style institutions. After the eighteenth century, the Ottoman sultan started intro- 
ducing different types of Western-style schools in order to train a new group of adminis- 
trators who would be loyal to his person. His efforts escalated the beginning of the 
nineteenth century only to decline in the latter half, when these newly trained students, 
rather than professing loyalty to the sultan, began to criticize him and the nature of his rule 
over the empire. Western-style schools brought with them new epistemological assump- 
tions, new social visions that polarized Ottoman society and caused the emergence, for the 
first time, of organized political opposition to the sultan. The end result of this process was 
the formation of the Ottoman bureaucratic bourgeoisie. 


The Sultan's Adoption of Western-Style Institutions 


As a consequence of the Ottoman defeats, the first sphere$? in Ottoman society to be 
transformed, under the control and initiation of the sultan, was military practice. Although 
the Ottomans had adapted Western practice in warfare from the onset of their empire as 
they utilized innovations such as artillery and handguns, Western shipbuilding techniques, 
and Western-style charts (Lewis 1982: 49, 223—25), recent military developments in the 
West required much more extensive structural changes, ranging from the systematic 
training of the corps to fully equipped hospitals. The creation of schools and academies for 
military education had been a notable feature of eighteenth-century Europe (Rudé 1985: 
217). In 1731, the Russians had founded the noble cadet corps in St. Petersburg, the 
French Royal Military School in Paris was established in 1751, and the Austrian military 
academy at Wiener-Neustadt in 1752. Similarly, schools for engineers, whose role in 
military warfare had become significant due to technological advances, appeared in Wool- 
wich in 1741, Meziéres in France in 1748, and Russia in 1756. Until then, the Ottoman 
sultan had kept abreast of Western technological developments through the services of a 
palace group known as the "Western corps" (taife-i efrenciyan). These were paid retainers 
in the sultan's service who maintained contact with the West; they applied the latest 
scientific advances for the benefit of the Ottomans in both civil and military projects 
(Murphey 1983: 287-91). 

A number of factors informed the sultan's decision to directly introduce into Ottoman 
society a military training institution after the Western model. Ottoman defeats against 
Western armies had necessitated a constructive Ottoman response, and the success of the 
Russian ruler Peter the Great in adopting Western military practice to defeat Western 
armies may have served as a positive example. Also, within the context of the empire, 
Muhammed Ali, the Ottoman governor of Egypt who eventually secured an independent 
political standing for the province, had successfully introduced Western institutions into 
Egypt through his household in the early nineteenth century (Hunter 1984). This social 
practice may have provided the Ottoman sultan with a plausible mode of adoption where 
he would use his own household to select and introduce such institutions. The Ottoman 
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administrative precedence also enhanced this possibility since the Ottoman sultans had 
successfully administered the empire through their palace-trained households for centu- 
ries. Hence, theoretically, this household organization could recreate a similar success, as 
Western-style training originating in the sultan's palace replicated itself throughout the 
empire, thereby transforming it after the Western mode. It may have been this line of 
reasoning based on structural precedence that led the Ottoman sultan to abolish the 
Janissary corps in 1826 and to ask, the same year, the governor of Egypt to send him 
Officers to train the Ottoman soldiers. Yet, when the governor stalled on this request, the 
Ottoman sultan formed a Western-style palace battalion from his household slaves, free 
Muslim youths, and officials’ sons training in the palace (Levy 1971: 27, 32). This was the 
first Ottoman officer training institution and also the last effort to revive the palace school. 
The institution then expanded and gravitated out of the palace. The model for the financ- 
ing of these new "imperial" schools was based on previous Ottoman practice. Because 
establishing educational institutions was considered a pious Islamic deed, the sultan, 
officials, and some wealthy subjects founded and maintained schools for the public as 
religious endowments (Ergin 1939: 68). Hence, when the Ottoman sultan started founding 
such schools after the Western-model in the eighteenth century, he financed these new 
schools as if they were religious endowments. Unlike the income-generating, self- 
sustaining religious endowments, however, these new schools could not finance them- 
selves and needed constant replenishment of funds from the sultan's treasury. 

The abolition in 1826 of the Janissary corps,?! which had been a fundamental 
military unit of the empire, was a turning point in the Ottoman adoption of Western-style 
institutions. The main obstacle to the sultan's attempts to found Western-style military 
training had emerged from the Janissaries, who formed the backbone of the Ottoman 
army. The Janissaries, although originally a standing army, had become embedded in 
Ottoman society with time. They acquired additional economic resources and social 
networks through trade and marriage, so much so that by the eighteenth century they were 
no longer a strictly military organization with clearly defined goals and boundaries. The 
new Western-style military training the sultan was now proposing was strenuous, required 
the acquisition of new skills, and necessitated continuous presence at the barracks—all 
new social practices the Janissaries did not want to engage in, even though, ironically, 
continuous presence in the barracks had been an original Janissary practice that was later 
abandoned. Also, military activity, the one and exclusive core of these new practices, did 
not tolerate the nonmilitary enterprises of the Janissaries in commerce. Although the 
Janissaries challenged this Western-style training system,®? in the end, the sultan removed 
this alternative form of organization by abolishing them in 1826 (Levy 1982: 232; Berkes 
1964: 48; Ergin 1939: 49—50). The introduction of Western-style military practice to 
Ottoman society thus led to a whole new system of training and organization. 

The new Ottoman army built upon the sultan's training corps, which were drilled full 
time in their own barracks, away from any interaction with the populace. They thus did not 
develop ties with other Ottoman social groups as the Janissaries had done, but instead 
fostered allegiances to one another. The adoption of other institutions after various Western 
models followed an accelerated pace. The first new departments of state to be established 
were those of war, religious endowments, and Islamic legal ruling; ministries of civil and 
foreign affairs (1835) and the ministry of finance (1837) followed. The palace school, which 
had always formed the basis of practical and administrative training, was closed down in 
1833 and replaced by a series of translation chambers at the new ministries (Mardin 1962: 
208-9, Lewis 1979: 88; Findley 1989: 11). Consultative committees were created within 
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and outside these new institutions to discuss issues of development. The second half of the 
nineteenth century witnessed the codification of the Ottoman legal system after various 
Western models, most prominently the French. The promulgation of a new penal code in 
1840 was followed in 1858 by new land and penal codes and in 1861 by commercial and 
maritime codes. The codification culminated in the promulgation of a new civil code in 
1870, again using the French as a model (Lewis 1979: 109-10, 118-19, 122). The 
replacement of the household with the institution as the organizing principle of the empire 
produced significant reverberations throughout the empire. Western-style institutions, un- 
like households, were independent organs established to pursue a defined goal with a clearly 
defined and trained group of individuals. Once they were introduced into the Ottoman 
military, they quickly penetrated other areas of knowledge and other spheres of activity. The 
establishment of the naval (1776) and military (1793) engineering schools extended to the 
medical school (1826) and school for surgeons (1831), and another school in military 
sciences (1834),83 until the education provided in the Western-style Ottoman schools 
reached the same level of instruction. These Western-style Ottoman schools were mostly 
organized after the French model, and the courses were often taught in French. The courses 
at the School of Military Sciences in Constantinople, for instance, were organized after the 
French military academy of Saint-Cyr, and the course outline for the general staff were 
designed after that of the Ecole d'Etat-Major. The need for high schools that would prepare 
students for military academies led to the formation of the Galatasaray high school in 1863, 
a school once more based on the French educational model. Spheres outside education also 
reflected the influence of other Western forms. Prussian and English practices served as 
ideal models in cannon foundry and naval order and provisioning, respectively. 

Among these adoptions of Western-style institutions, the educational ones were the 
most significant since they reproduced Western ideas in Ottoman society. Even though 
Ottoman historical evidence establishes that the Ottoman sultan did indeed adopt Western- 
style educational institutions, it is difficult to assess scientifically the scope of this adop- 
tion from the existing historical evidence. The inability to do so brings issues of validity 
and representativeness of the historical evidence to the forefront. The contribution of 
sociological methodology becomes crucial at this juncture: historical sociology provides 
the venue of systematic observation that makes generalizations beyond one historical case 
possible. Only the employment of such sociological methodology can determine the 
prevalence of this adoption of Western-style schools over the eighteenth and nineteenth 
centuries. An exhaustive survey of the historical sources on Ottoman education generates 
the following figure on the number of types of Western-style schools the Ottoman sultan 
founded during the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. 

The spread of the sixty types of schools established by the Ottoman sultan generate 
the following pattern. Such schools were established with relative infrequency in the 
eighteenth century; it was only in the first half of the nineteenth century that the sultan 
started establishing new types of schools at an exponential rate. Yet, the increasing costs 
of supporting these institutions and the sultan's inability to acquire the loyalty of the 
students trained led to a rapid decline by the end of the nineteenth century. Yet by that 
period the new structural and epistemological elements had already developed in Ottoman 
society.84 The institution had replaced the household as the organizational unit, and the 
vision of a constitutional government over citizens of an abstract Ottoman state had 
supplanted the image of a sultan governing over his flock. Indeed, these new elements 
made possible the formation of the Ottoman bureaucratic bourgeoisie. 
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Figure 3. Number of Types of Western Schools Founded by the Ottoman Sultan. (O. Nuri Ergin, 
Maarif Tarihi [The History of (Ottoman) Education], 2 vols. Istanbul, 1939, 1941; Mehmed Rasid, 
Tarihi- Raşid [The Historical Chronicle of Raşid], 5 vols. Istanbul, 1865; Cevdet Pasha, Tarih-i 
Cevdet [The Historical Chronicle of Cevdet], 12 vols. Istanbul, 1883-91.) 


The penetration into the empire of the Western-style institution as the organizing 
principle was a long process that originated with the arrival of Western military advisors, 
continued with the establishment of military schools where these advisors also taught, and 
culminated in the foundation of Western-style schools and institutions throughout the 
empire by the second half of the nineteenth century. Since new Western military expertise 
had been considered the crucial factor in securing future Ottoman military victories, the 
Ottoman sultan attempted to recruit French military officers, who could train his own 
soldiers at the palace. Initially, there was no set Ottoman recruitment pattern; refugees, 
adventurers, the recommendations of various embassies, consuls, and merchants were all 
utilized to enlist European engineers, architects, and military officials for the Ottoman 
army (Beydilli 1983: 260-63). By 1795, Ottoman recruitment became more systematized 
as the government sent lists of vacant officer and technician positions to European capi- 
tals, particularly Paris.85 Originally, the European advisors who were recruited com- 
plained about the poor working and living conditions that resulted from the religious 
restrictions placed upon their participation in Ottoman society, as it had been on that of the 
Ottoman minorities before them. They could not acquire high status within the Ottoman 
military without converting to Islam and adopting the Ottoman mode of dress. Only a few 
advisors, such as the comte de Bonneval (1675—1744),86 agreed to these conditions, while 
many others quickly returned to Europe. By the second half of the eighteenth century, 
when these stringent conditions were relaxed so that Western advisors could assist the 
Ottoman army without converting to Islam and adopting the Ottoman dress and ways,?7 
substantial military assistance, especially from the French, followed. More military ex- 
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perts, technicians for arsenals, construction and foundry workers, carpenters, and ship- 
wrights came to work in the Ottoman army.?? 

The increase in the arrivals of military advisors coalesced with the expansion of 
Western-style institutions in the empire. The first Ottoman school to be founded in 1738 
after the Western model to introduce new military techniques was a school of military 
engineering; the foundation of a medical service and a medical school to treat Ottoman 
soldiers followed. The school of military engineering slowly expanded in 1790 as engi- 
neers and officers were recruited mainly from Sweden and France as instructors. In 1792, 
barracks for the bombardiers, sappers, and miners were set up, and 1795 witnessed the 
foundation of a land engineering school. Other Western-style corps developed in a similar 
manner. In 1774, the new unit of artillery corps with 250 recruits drilled in light cannon. 
By 1782, the Ottoman artillery corps had expanded to 2,000 soldiers in their own barracks 
where they were kept under constant training (Cevdet 1861, II: 57). In 1776, a new school 
of naval engineering was founded and, eight years later, a fortification section added to it. 
As Ottoman ships started to be built after the techniques utilized in English and French 
naval yards, an Ottoman career naval service kept under constant training developed along 
this construction activity. The traditional seasonal naval recruits of the Ottoman army 
were gradually replaced by a permanent, drilled body of sailors. À more visible and 
dramatic indication of the scope of change was the dress code of 1826, according to which 
the troops had to wear uniforms consisting of Western-style tunics and trousers; in 1829 
the clothing reform was extended to civilians, the new costumes of state officials being 
especially carefully regulated (Lewis 1979: 99—102). 

The large group of French advisors, assisted by many English, Swedes, and Italians, 
accelerated this development of Western-style institution-building. Originally, lessons in 
these Western-style military schools were given in French, with Ottoman minorities 
frequently employed to translate them into Ottoman simultaneously. Yet efforts to trans- 
late these lectures and Western technical books into Ottoman commenced simul- 
taneously,8? and accelerated in the second half of the eighteenth century.?? Gradually, by 
the end of the nineteenth century, these translated books and the first cohort of Ottoman 
trainees replaced Ottoman minorities as translators and Western advisors as lecturers.?! 
Now, for the first time, the newly skilled Ottoman “professional” soldiers trained and 
taught others the expertise they needed. 

All these training schools and advisors prepared the organizational framework for the 
establishment, during 1789-1807, of “an army of the New Order" (Nizam-ı Cedid), which 
contained the new infantry and cavalry units based on the Western model. It was this army 
and these trainees that eventually transformed the Janissary corps and the household 
structure; as the sultan established more and more Western-style institutions to sustain this 
army, he spread the institutional organization to other financial and administrative spheres 
of activity. To compensate for the lack of funds, he decreed new extraordinary levies 
(imdadiye), and with the proceeds he established a treasury to finance these new institu- 
tions and ministries to administer them. Even though the sultan’s treasury had been the 
only one of the empire, in 1793 the Ottoman sultan formed, for the first time, a separate 
treasury for his new army. This new military treasury co-opted cash revenues from 
Ottoman tax-farms to build new naval yards, barracks, and schools and to pay Western 
advisors. This establishment of a separate treasury was significant for two reasons. First of 
all, it led the sultan to lose the control he had over the distribution of resources in the 
empire as the other treasuries he established slowly overtook and marginalized his own.9? 
Also, the revenues the sultan specifically allocated to these treasuries accelerated the 
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structural separation between the sultan, his military, and his state. By the nineteenth 
century, the economic resources of the state, the military, and the sultan became totally 
separated and allocated to different treasuries. The new treasuries founded to finance the 
Ottoman military altered the Ottoman resource allocation system, however. As the sultan 
kept financing these military institutions with the intention of training a loyal social group 
that would help him counter the internal challenge of the households and the external 
threat of the Western military, his own treasury and wealth started to shrink, and these 
military institutions wrested his economic resource base away from him. By the early 
nineteenth century, this shrinkage had reached such a degree that the sultan's expenses 
exceeded his revenues and he became insolvent. After this resource realignment, the 
treasuries were compartmentalized and brought together under one single treasury in 
1893, with one major difference. It was not the Ottoman sultan but instead the Ottoman 
state, equipped with Western-style institutions and staffed by newly trained personnel, that 
emerged to control the resources of the empire. This new Ottoman military and state 
appropriated the revenues of the sultan for the newly united treasury and allocated to him, 
in return, “an appropriate salary from the treasury" (Cezar 1986: 289). The Ottoman 
sultan's control over the resources of the empire thus dwindled. 


New Social Vision and Polarization 


The introduction of Western-style education into the empire brought with it a significant 
epistemological disjuncture between Islamic knowledge as it had been practiced in the 
empire and the new "scientific" knowledge that was being interjected. Whereas the former 
had been embedded in the moral system of religion emphasizing the significance of the 
community, the latter was founded on scientific thinking and organized around the ratio- 
nal individual. Legitimation in the former was based on the sacred authority endowed 
upon the Ottoman sultan as the protector of the believers; legitimacy in the latter hinged, 
at least in theory if not in practice in some parts of Europe, on the implementation of 
justice and equality for all individual participants of the system. Although these concep- 
tions presented idealizations, they nevertheless did inform the social practices of the 
recruits in the Western-style institutions. The nature of this epistemological transformation 
and the discontent it produced with the earlier Islamic division of knowledge was crucial 
in structuring the future course of the empire. 

The Ottoman educational system had been organized around the Islamic division of 
knowledge along four dimensions (Findley 1989: 36, 138): the rational concept of knowl- 
edge (ilm); the gnosticism of the mystics (irfan); the philosophical-scientific culture 
(felsefe); and the worldly literary culture (adab). Since the Qur'an and the discourse on it 
had been designated the rational concept of knowledge, Western scientific knowledge had 
to be situated in another category. The gnosticism of the mystics, namely, the intuitive 
experience of the divine, formed the basis for the new "modern" world vision, probably 
due to the assumed link between intuition and scientific observation. The newly emerging 
group of students made many attempts to integrate Islamic knowledge with its Western 
forms in order to draw upon this Islamic discourse to legitimate their social stand on issues 
(Mardin 1962: 81). Yet ultimately all of these endeavors to integrate the two paradigms 
failed because, unlike the new "scientific" knowledge, the focus on the Islamic discourse 
was not accompanied by a thorough structural reorganization. As the new scientific 
knowledge germinated in the empire through Western-style institutions and ideas, they 
first challenged and then, gradually, marginalized the other. The memoirs of the new 
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recruits in the Western-style schools vividly demonstrate how painfully aware the new 
students were of how much more individually empowering the new one was, especially 
compared to the former discourse. In the late nineteenth century, one student wistfully 
noted: 


Alas! To youth like us who were studying cosmography, trigonometry, engineering, 
who were more or less reading syllable by syllable Voltaire and Volnay,?3 and who, 
with the confidence and vanity of youth even aspired to criticize and refute what they 
learned, [to such youth] the religion teacher who now and then stopped by the school, 
every two weeks and, at other times, once a month, to inspire the religious ideal in all 
of us, ceaselessly made and interpreted the following statement in almost all his 
lectures. *As the Qur'an decrees,” he stated, “work during your military training in 
being a servant to the sultan and always obey his orders." His assistant . . . probably to 
capture the attention of the students by invoking their curiosity and to make sure the 
hour was spent with minimum disturbance, kept repeating over and over the Islamic 
rulings on how to preserve the state of ritual ablution. (Georgeon 1986: 21) 


Hence, neither of the two tutors on Islamic knowledge addressed, let alone countered, the 
challenge of scientific knowledge.?^ Other students repeatedly made many similar com- 
ments; one remarked on how the teachers of the religion courses “explained nothing about 
religion except to utter, at every possible instance, the necessity of blind obedience to the 
sultan who was the shadow of God on earth" (Nur 1992: 134). Indeed, the students 
contrasted more and more what they were learning with what they had been taught 
previously, always to the advantage of the former.?5 

As these students problematized Islamic knowledge within the context of Ottoman 
society, they also started to question the loyalty they were assumed to impart to the 
protector and overseer of this knowledge, namely, the sultan. A whole spectrum of 
symbolic resistance started to develop around the loyalty oath to the sultan that all the 
students attending the Western-style schools had to repeat, every week. The students 
started either to fail to repeat the oath or to subvert its meaning in their own renditions. 
Indeed, the discourse around the oath provided the first public basis of the new resistance 
to the sultan. The oath, which illustrated the sultan's continuous attempts and expectations 
in fostering a body of administrators to himself, was phrased as follows: "May God 
prolong, in good health, the life of our sultan, in whom the whole universe seeks refuge 
and finds justice and by whose blessed bread we are nourished. And may God render 
permanent and everlasting his rule on the Ottoman throne. Amen" (Hasan Amca [1958] 
1991: 40). The directors of the Western-style school uttered this oath out loud, then cried 
out, "Long live my sultan," and expected the students to repeat this utterance after him 
three times. Memoirs of students from this period (Enver Paga [1913] 1989; Hasan Amca 
[1958] 1991; Saglam [1940] 1991; Ahmed Izzet [1924] 1992; Nur [1928] 1992) reiterated, 
time and again, how increasingly difficult it was becoming for them to observe this ritual. 
Another ritual where the students professed their loyalty to the sultan was upon their 
invitation to the palace to break their fast during the month of Ramadhan. After the meal, 
the sultan complimented them and gave them a gift of one gold coin each and in return 
expected them to pray for him, their benefactor. One medical student recounting one such 
event noted how “everyone said amen and shouted long live the sultan, except for the 
medical students, whose voice was barely heard. Even though their supervisor yelled at 
them to shout, he was not effective, as they moved their mouths in silence” (Saglam 
[1940] 1991: 78-79). As the students kept resisting these rituals, they were repeatedly told 
that they were being ungrateful to their benefactor and father, the sultan. Two instances 


War, Ottoman Officials, and Western Institutions 75 


demonstrate the nature of the speech the students were given because of their disrespect. 
In one instance, the student recounted how "these lectures by the [sultan's] pashas started 
off and ended and were often repeated time and again over the skirtloads of money the 
sultan, who was the benefactor of the universe, was spending on us" (Ahmed Izzet [1924] 
1992: 7). He also noted how, in response, some students yelled “may the sultan go upside 
down!,” an alliteration on “long live my sultan."96 In another instance a military medical 
student paraphrased one of the speeches they were given by the minister of education: 


You are ungrateful because you do not know the hand that feeds you. Even a dog would 
know that. It is our sultan, our benefactor who does not scold one, that feeds you. You 
vile men! Every part of your school is leaking, you have no decent clothing or food. 
When it starts raining [at night], you have to keep shifting your beds from one corner to 
the other. Do not think we do not know of these; but we do not look after you because 
you are not loyal to the sultan, you traitors! (Nur [1928] 1992: 125) 


As a rejoinder to this speech, a few students shouted, “Vile man, damn the sultan!,” 
whereupon the pasha immediately plunged into their midst to try to locate them. But he 
could not do so and eventually had to leave off without arresting anyone. This resistance 
to the sultan soon expanded as the sultan's officials attempted to sanction students through 
their loyalty and as students countered by rallying to one another's support in condemning 
it. Hence, when a group of students were called in for questioning on the "seditious, free- 
thinking behavior" of some students at their school, they were asked to report against the 
others on the grounds that "this was a question of loyalty to the sultan" (Mehmed Rauf 
[1911] 1991: 66).” The tension between the two groups further escalated when the sultan's 
officials tried to dismiss the legitimacy of the new forms of Western knowledge the 
students were attaining by repeatedly stating that “loyalty, which came before everything, 
was why the sultan took care of them, and one could certainly become victorious on 
loyalty alone, without resorting to scientific knowledge on warfare" (Enver Pasa [1913] 
1989: 255; Hanioglu 1985: 63) Indeed, it was this contestation of social legitimation 
between loyalty as advocated by the sultan and meritocracy as implied by Western-style 
Schools that led to a new vision and that restructured the empire. 

What did this new emergent social vision among the students of the Western-style 
schools entail? Societal emphasis on the sacred order, communal loyalty, and the sultan 
yielded to natural law, individual labor, and the state. Loyalty was now defined in more 
abstract terms as loyalty to the state, which anyone could individually secure through 
being fair and just. The Enlightenment concept of knowledge based on positivism and 
materialism introduced with it a new interpretation of Ottoman society whereby individu- 
als, rather than households, were judged by their contribution to Ottoman society, through 
their labors rather than their loyalty. Indeed, the Ottoman discourse on this materialism 
reached such a degree that one Ottoman intellectual, Beşir Fuad,?? committed suicide to 
prove that all, including death, could be explained naturally through science (Hanioglu 
1981: 9; Mardin 1983: 42—43). The boundaries of the individual in Ottoman society and 
the nature of his responsibility to the community thus was speedily redefined.?8 The new 
vision argued that only an Ottoman constitutional state could unite these ideals of natural 
law, individual labor, and the state, as it created a body of Ottoman citizens equal under 
law on their own individual merits. The newly trained Ottoman students applied their 
recently acquired scientific knowledge to Ottoman society to attain this vision. They 
reasoned that the scientific method of the positive sciences and the systematic observation 
it entailed could be used to explain Ottoman societal processes. For instance, on two 
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separate occasions, medical students plotted a course of social action for themselves based 
on the analogies they drew between what they learned and what they observed: 


We learn that in chemistry . . . two particular elements mix and transform into a novel, 
valuable compound. Let us all unite to form such an immense power. Then let us attack 
and destroy, with our own hands, this bastion of the castle of despotism established 
against us. . . . [It is said that] physicians ought not to get involved in taking the 
political pulse since their actual profession is medical care. But who will the nation 
have its pulse taken by [of course, no one] but the physicians. (Hanioglu 1981: 12, 22) 


The Western form of knowledge thus started to provide the students with a course of social 
action. The new vision emphasized a fresh model for the Ottoman individual that “did not 
merely push paper, but constantly combatted ignorance and struggled for life . . . and 
utilized the self-help system of Samuel Smiles" (Hanioglu 1981: 199). The boundaries of 
this vision moved across societies and nationalities to unite all men around the ideals of a 
civilized fraternity. For instance, one editorial by Mehmed Bey on 1 May 1870 called for 
"brothers across the ocean, as well as across the desert, let us give one another our hand, 
let us unite to conquer liberty, let us associate to arrive at equality, let us cherish one 
another so that fraternity might reign on earth" (Mardin 1962: 23). Yet how was this new 
social group going to establish such an imagined fraternity in Ottoman society, let alone in 
the universe? 

Even though the students imagined a fraternity that would unite them all, the emerg- 
ing Western-style schools actually polarized the empire along new dimensions. One 
dimension entailed the choice of strategy for Ottoman social change. The new creden- 
tialed group initiated change from above. Rather than investing resources throughout 
society at the lower levels, they utilized the imagery of the tuba tree in heaven, whereby 
the roots of a tree grew upward and its branches reached downward to bring fruits, to 
argue that it would be more enlightening to introduce social change from above (Findley 
1989: 132). Yet the major shortcoming of this strategy was the inability to discern the 
societal demand. School after school had to be closed down due to lack of students. For 
instance, the Imperial School of Commerce, established in 1882 after the French Ecole des 
Hautes Etudes Commerciales, had to be closed down in 1888 due to a shortage of students. 
Even though it was reopened in 1905, the students were more interested in joining the 
state bureaucracy than engaging in trade (Toprak 1982: 49). In addition, earlier in the 
century it was reported that even the graduates of the medical school were more interested 
in secure government jobs than in practicing medicine. Even though new educational 
institutions had been founded, there were not adequate structural transformations in soci- 
ety, sufficient professionalization that could accommodate these new graduates. 

The other dimension entailed the issue of leadership in social change. Even though 
the Western-style schools were established to provide all students with equal opportunity, 
preexisting Ottoman social inequalities rapidly spread into this new social context and 
polarized the student body. Ever since sultan Mahmud II’s time, recruitment into the 
military academies was done from among the populace to stop them from developing ties 
with the office-households (Mardin 1983: 57-58). Yet in most of the Western-style 
schools, such as in the military academy in 1889, the sons of pashas held a privileged 
position as they attended special sections (Hasan Amca [1958] 1991: 33; Mardin 1983: 
57-58). In other instances, beautifully groomed elite students would be in the same 
classroom with the rest of the student body, but they would not sit in rows with the rest of 
the class but instead occupy the chairs especially placed for them next to the teacher's 
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desk (Mardin 1990: 219—20). The Ottoman elites, namely, the sons of the sultan’s house- 
holds and prominent officials, thus received privileged status and faster promotions than 
the scholarship students recruited from among the populace. 

The student body also resented some teachers’ attempts to rectify the poor grades 
given to the sons of pashas (Amca 1958: 107). Scholarship students started to violently 
criticize and resent these elite students, who joined and got promoted through connections. 
In the military academies, it became routine for young officers to caution incoming 
students not to take the privileges of the sons of pashas seriously and to convince them- 
selves, instead, that they were the true owners of the empire (Mardin 1990: 191). The 
increasing vengeance against these students was evident in one instance (Ali Kemal 
[1913] 1985: 64) when all of the students were extremely pleased when the teacher 
scolded one of the sons of pashas for his failure to answer a question. Tensions also 
developed between urban students and those from the provinces, leading to fights with 
large sticks (Temo [1939] 1987: 10). Ottoman social inequality thus acquired a new 
material and geographical dimension in education.?? Indeed, one of the first decisions of 
the group of former students who eventually established a constitutional system was to 
abolish the ranks of elite officials promoted too soon due to their connections (Mardin 
1991: 153—54). In order to foster their own ranks, the same group also established many 
scholarships for the poor. By marginalizing the elite in this manner, the new social group 
of students further defined its boundaries, articulated its vision, and challenged the sultan. 


Emergence of Organized Political Opposition 


The organized political opposition to the sultan in these Western-style schools emerged 
through a gradual process of increasing social consciousness, a process that is demon- 
strated well in the memoirs of one of the founders of the first political opposition group to 
the sultan (Ali Kemal [1913] 1985: 68, 73—76, 89, 95—96, 105). As the author narrated, 
the inability to discuss certain ideas was the first instance through which they realized “the 
reality of the absolutist rule on their ideas." During a French lesson where they were using 
Pelissier's Morceaux Choisis, the teacher referred to a poem where a dog named Sultan 
was mentioned. The teacher, upset by this reference, hastily left the classroom to beckon 
the director, while “all the students read and reread the poem with glee.” Before the break, 
superintendents and teachers came to collect each and every book from them. The narrator 
recounted that this was the first incident that “opened his eyes” to the problems with 
Ottoman rule. He also reminisced on how, under the influence of the different methods of 
political rule they were learning about, a group of students would get together and reiterate 
that they ought to “go to Europe, or even to America . . . to leave the world of slavery for 
the lands of freedom." Indeed, many did go to Europe in search for freedom and gathered 
periodically at the Café des Thermes on the Boulevard St. Germain in Paris to discuss the 
affairs of the empire. Many also engaged in the minutest details of the French political 
debates, such as the Jules Ferry affair, since this was “a luxury they could not practice in 
the Ottoman empire." Upon his return, the narrator attended the school for civil servants, 
where he recounted to his friends all he had seen in Europe. One day, as he mentioned “the 
students organizations like Helvetia, Philadelphia that he had encountered in Geneva," 
they decided to form a similar organization in their own school where they would all 
"wear, like the ones in Switzerland did, red fezes with blue tassels." Upon discovery by 
the authorities of their political activities, however, they were arrested and questioned for 
four weeks. When the authorities discovered a stanza (bent) from a poem by Jean-Jacques 
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Rousseau in his pocket, they gave the narrator a particularly hard time, repeatedly asking 
him how he had "become such an apostate." The students were released only on condition 
that they would not read “thinkers such as Rousseau who were against religion and ethics 
and therefore disapproved of by the sultan." The narrator wryly noted, however, that the 
minister of education, Münif Pasha, who was giving this advice was himself one of the 
first Ottoman translators of Rousseau. Indeed, once sown, the seeds of opposition could 
not be gathered. The informal opposition gradually transformed into the organized politi- 
cal opposition groups of secret societies.100 

These secret societies were founded with the aim of bringing liberty and equality to 
the empire by establishing a constitutional system of rule. The military medical academies 
were the first foundation of the opposition to the sultan because, one student recounted, 
"the medical students, as individuals, knew the difference between East and West, and felt 
the deep sorrow of the [Ottoman] backwardness” (Saglam 1991: 74). Hence, as the 
students continually compared the two worlds,!?! their medical school “became the nest 
of the [Ottoman] efforts to reach as soon as possible the level of those countries which had 
achieved a high level of civilization; [all students tried] to free [Ottoman society] from 
Eastern sluggishness and [wanted to] lead it to progress, to the love of freedom and the 
fatherland." These students read and memorized, by heart, the banned poems of prominent 
Ottoman writers,!9? who often criticized the sultan (Ali Kemal [1913] 1985: 54; Nur 
[1928] 1992: 99). The transformation from informal networks discussing freedom litera- 
ture and the affairs of the empire to secret societies organizing political opposition oc- 
curred in the mid-nineteenth century, after the education of the first cohort of Western- 
style trained students. The first opposition group was organized in 1859 in the military 
academy with the explicit intent of dethroning the current sultan for his incompetence in 
ruling; swiftly uncovered, the event was referred to by the Ottoman state as the “Kuleli 
incident," after the military barracks where they were tried. Soon after, in 1865, the 
Patriotic Alliance (Ittifak-1 Hamiyyet) was created clandestinely by a group of individuals 
who had all worked in the Translation Office of the Foreign Ministry. The organizational 
models they had chosen for this alliance were the Carbonari, the early nineteenth-century 
secret society against the restoration in France and Italy, and the Young Spain, Young 
France, and Young Italy societies (Mardin 1962: 10—11, 21). The students also articulated 
themselves as a social group as they participated in and mobilized mass movements. For 
instance, on 11 May 1876, after the Bulgarian revolt, they took to the streets and rioted to 
protest the faulty handling of the affair by the heads of the administrative (sadrazam) and 
religious (seyhiilislam) institutions of the empire (Aktar 1990: 53—54). In justifying their 
course of action, the students argued that at such seditious and transitional times, it fell 
upon them to arm themselves and find a solution to the disasters of the empire. They 
explicitly stated: 


It is not proper to one's religion and national honor to occupy oneself with classes and 
courses at a time when the jurisprudence and the independence of the Ottoman state 
and her dominions are trampled upon by her enemies. Everywhere the Muslims are 
suffering from the tortures and insults inflicted upon them by the hands of the Chris- 
tians. According to Islamic law, it is our duty and obligation to remove the influential 
administrators who have caused this state of affairs. (Aktar 1990: 54) 


The students, who thus started to participate in revolts as a social group, gradually initiated 
a series of riots that indeed culminated in the dethronement of the current sultan. The 
group that marched to the palace to execute the dethronement was comprised of military 


War, Ottoman Officials, and Western Institutions 79 


students under the explicit order of their director “to carry out a sacred duty for the state 
and the nation" (Aktar 1990: 58—59). For the Western-style trained students, the state and 
the nation had replaced the sultan as a mobilizing force in Ottoman society. 

The first organized opposition to the Ottoman sultan dates back to 21 May 1889, 
when the medical military students formed a secret organization, the Ottoman Union, 
which quickly spread into the military (harbiye) and medical (tibbiye) academies and the 
school for civil servants (mülkiye). Due to the influence of Auguste Comte, the name of 
the organization was then changed to Union and Progress, the title under which it ruled!9? 
the empire from 1913 to its demise. Ahmed Riza, who initiated this change and who later 
became the president of the first Ottoman assembly, had trained with the French positivist 
thinker Pierre Lafitte in Paris and headed the Paris branch of the committee (Ahmed Riza 
[1900] 1988: 23). He stated that such a change of name was called for “to indicate that the 
rights of all the various nationalities in the empire would be honored by the association." 
Political opponents in the schools increased in numbers through the 1890s as the students 
clandestinely wrote and circulated bulletins and issued secret newspapers (Aktar 1990: 
60—61). The same period was also marked by the continuous arrests of students due to 
political opposition activities, under the legal cause of "freedom of thought" (serbesti-i 
efkar). In 1897, seventy-eight students who coordinated these school activities in the name 
of freedom were deported to Tripoli when a plot to assassinate the minister overseeing 
military education was uncovered.!04 The Ottoman Freedom Society, which was formed 
in Salonica in approximately the same time period, also aimed to establish a constitutional 
regime in the empire (Bleda [1950] 1979: 22).105 The pledge ritual for the society entailed 
taking an oath in a room with a green baize-covered table with a Qur'an and a gun on it. 
When one gave his oath on the Qur'an, he was told that he would receive a bullet in the 
head if he disclosed the secrets of the organization. 

It was through this political opposition to the sultan that the emerging bureaucratic 
bourgeoisie acquired a separate consciousness. As they fought and suffered together, they 
bonded more. As they fused together into a tightly knit group, they helped each other out 
financially, physically, and emotionally. One Ottoman intellectual noted the strength of 
the ties that developed in the late nineteenth century among them: 


There was such a discipline established among the students that they acted [as a unity] 
as if they were one mouth and one body. Even though we openly practiced politics and 
read newspapers that were banned as harmful and seditious [by the state], no one dared 
to report us to the administration. During the six years [I was in school], only three 
spies emerged among us. They [the students] would throw a military cloak over them at 
night and altogether thoroughly beat them up. No one would talk to these spies. Some 
even cursed them as they passed by them. The first [punishment] was called "cloak 
beating" .. . the second was termed “excommunication.” ... [The second] was a 
weapon more terrible than beating. Nobody would ever speak to them. . . . [In the end, 
because of this behavior] the spies either would become consumptive!?6 or insane. 
(Nur [1928] 1992: 116) 


The students organized among themselves and democratically elected representatives to 
decide upon what to report to the administration and why. In their private lives within the 
Western-style schools of the empire, these students were indeed endeavoring to actualize 
their vision within their limited circles as they debated, elected representatives, and strove 
for the freedom they thought they did not have in the empire. 

The significance of their vision and its mobilizational power became evident only 
after their graduation and assignment to bureaucratic posts throughout the empire. It was 
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through such posts that they were able to spread their influence throughout the empire, 
organize social networks, and protect one another whenever necessary. Many became 
teachers and administrators, using their ties and professional connections “to tirelessly 
work for freedom" (Bleda [1950] 1979: 41).!97 This course of social action was in accord 
with the explicit aim of the Committee of Union and Progress to gradually place its 
members into positions of responsibility within the Ottoman administration. Once mo- 
bilized in such a manner, the committee conjectured, they could slowly take over the state 
and destroy the despotism of the sultan (Mehmed Rauf 1911: 22, 81). The sultan, in need 
of well-trained administrators, assisted in his own demise as he treated these rebels as 
errant children, often bestowing upon them, in spite of their divided allegiances, important 
significant posts in distant Ottoman provinces. It was through these posts that the students 
could penetrate their influence throughout. For instance, one of the Union and Progress 
members recounted how they "sent the youth who had escaped and sought refuge in [their] 
cell to the village branches . . . to farms, or . . . to village schools" (Temo [1939] 1987: 
100). In the provinces, they immediately notified one another as to who was with them so 
that the members would know who to contact for communication or for funds (Temo 
[1939] 1987: 58). Many committee members continued their political opposition while 
holding significant government posts since they considered themselves the officials of the 
Ottoman state, not of the sultan (Hanioglu 1981: 43). As this social group of Western-style 
trained students transformed their Western scientific knowledge into social practice 
through their various posts in Ottoman society, they generated resources independent from 
the sultan that molded them into the Ottoman bureaucratic bourgeoisie. 


Rise of the Bureaucratic Bourgeoisie 


On 30 May 1876, when the Ottoman sultan Abdülaziz II was deposed through a popular 
movement spearheaded by the Western-style trained military officers, the memoirs of the 
sultan's chamberlain indicated how shocked he was by the rude treatment of the sultan by 
these young officers. 


The deposed sultan was sent, under the heavy rain, first to one palace and then to 
another. . . . When I tried to pack the dinnerware set to take with us, the major of the 
battalion said, “How come the sultan is eating his meals with gold fork and spoon, 
these are the property of the nation now, it will not be suitable for you to use them 
anymore." . . . The same major also ordered all the soldiers who were referring to the 
sultan as “my exalted sultan” to call him “Aziz Efendi” [the shortened form of the 
sultan's name Abdülaziz, followed by the title often given to all educated Ottoman 
males]... . (Fahri Bey [1880] 1968: 5-7, 12) 


This memoir exposed the dramatic divide that had emerged in the empire between the 
chamberlain, who considered himself a member of the sultan's household, and the army 
officer, who saw himself as the representative of the Ottoman state. One professed person- 
al servitude to the sultan, while the other claimed loyalty to the state. This army officer 
and others like him who trained in the Western-style schools of the empire marked the 
emergence of the Ottoman bureaucratic bourgeoisie with its own independent social 
resources and its own vision of the future of Ottoman society. This new vision relegated 
the sultan to being a symbolic figurehead in the background of the Ottoman state. Indeed, 
literally, the emergence of the photographic technique replaced the sultan in all military 
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and civil bureaus of the empire as they hung his portrait in their office with great splendor 
(Rasim [1924] 1987: 180—1). The early nineteenth century also marked the removal, when 
referring to the sultan, of terms such as “the humble servant," "servitude," “orders,” 
supplanting them with a singular word, “benevolence” (Rasim [1924] 1987: 217). This act 
also functionally removed the sultan from the realm of effective control of the empire to 
the symbolic domain where his influence was restricted to gift-giving. Another indication 
of the expansion of the Ottoman state institutions at the expense of the sultan’s household 
entailed the drastic increase in the salaries paid to the new bureaucratic cadre. Before 
1839, these had amounted to 130 million aspers,!08 but they increased 50 percent to 195 
million in 1850, and an additional 71 percent to 333 million aspers in 1868 (Eldem 1970: 
206-7). Similarly, the number of Ottoman civil officials escalated from 2,000 scribes in 
1800 to 35,000 civil officials in 1900 (Findley 1989: 25). There was indeed a significant 
social group with its own vision that emerged in the late nineteenth-century Ottoman 
empire through Western-style education: the Ottoman bureaucratic bourgeoisie. 

In analyses of bourgeois class formation, the emerging bourgeois class is often 
defined through its relationship to the mode of production and to economic resources. Yet 
such analyses do not take into account another resource that endows class with a cultural 
capital that is as inalienable as labor power: social resources acquired through education 
and connections to the state. The educational system and the social networks a social 
group accrued by participating in it form a social resource that articulates the social and 
economic boundaries of the social group, endows them with a vision, and thus transforms 
the group into a social class. Similarly, the state structure and the nature of the relationship 
a social group forms with it creates a social resource that trespasses the limitations 
economic production often places on such a group. Western-style education! thus be- 
comes a very significant component of class formation in non-Western contexts. In the 
development of the Ottoman bourgeoisie, the cultural capital of credentials acquired 
through Western-style education was as significant as the material capital of wealth 
attained through commerce and production. Only after being educated in these Western- 
style institutions did the new social group of students acquire a new vision and construct a 
social conscience that mobilized them to reform and revolution, and it was only then that 
they were able to challenge the prominence of Ottoman minorities in the bureaucracy of 
the nineteenth century. Only through education did they acquire a new set of values, a 
sense of objectivity and professionalism that separated them from the rest of the populace. 
Through their cultural credentials, the Ottoman social group created what they termed a 
“fraternity” and utilized the networks they fostered with one another to eventually access 
the key positions in Ottoman state and society. This new social tie (sinifdaslik) created 
through the Western-style educational experience, through sharing the same experiences 
not within the household but within the classroom, and through relating to one another not 
by true or fictitious kin ties but instead by the commonality of political and social goals 
ultimately succeeded and gradually replaced the structural hold of households over Otto- 
man society. This common life experience turned those it affected into a "cohort," in its 
sociological sense indicating a group of individuals bonded through sharing a similar life 
experience. 

The articulation of education as a relation of production and of credentialed skills as 
labor power builds on current trends in sociological analysis that attempt to go beyond the 
economic sphere to include the effect of the political and the state structure on class 
formation. As Poulantzas has argued, for instance, even though the state apparatus is often 
devoid of class affiliation, at certain times, “functions of the state are precisely circum- 
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scribed by its political class power" (1978: 323). Yet Poulantzas could not incorporate the 
political with the economic because he did not start at the level of resources, before the 
economic-political differentiation occurred. Miliband (Holloway and Picciotto 1979: 3— 
5), on the other hand, separated the social functions of the state but failed to identify the 
structural links between a particular social class and the state. Similarly, the debate on the 
social location of the professional-managerial class again assumed the economy-polity 
divide when they differentiated “the common relation to the economic foundations of 
society" from “the coherent social and cultural existence [as indicated by] a common life 
style, cultural background, kinship networks, consumption patterns, work habits and be- 
liefs" (Ehrenreich and Ehrenreich 1979: 10). It is the emphasis on social resources as a 
fundamental category that reveals the new processes in society. In turn, this emphasis on 
the process, in contradistinction to the preexisting causal argument, explains the formation 
of a social class such as the bureaucratic bourgeoisie. This "new" class develops 
(Gouldner 1979: 94) as it owns and controls, not private property in the classic Marxist 
sense, but instead specialized knowledge, or, if one wants to express in similar terms, 
“cultural” property. What adds value to this cultural property is not the market but its 
location within the state structure. In this context, the analogy between becoming class- 
conscious and learning a foreign language holds, in that “both present men with a new 
vocabulary and a new set of concepts which permit a different translation of the meaning 
of inequality from that encouraged by the conventional vocabulary of society" (Parkin 
1971: 90). As such vocabularies develop from within and are also introduced from 
without, one acquires insight into the obscured connection between state, education, and 
class formation. State activities, forms, routines, and rituals often constitute and regulate 
social identities. Indeed, “out of the vast range of human social capacities, state activities 
more or less forcibly ‘encourage’ some whilst suppressing, eroding, undermining others" 
(Corrigan and Sayer 1985: 2-3, 4). The agency in this process, the one that structures, 
mobilizes, and sanctions these activities, belongs to the bureaucratic bourgeoisie. And, as 
the bureaucratic bourgeoisie engages in this meaning-building, it identifies its own aims 
and goals with those of the state, and, in the process, claims the power of moral regulation 
(Corrigan and Sayer 1985: 203). Once it thus sets the official discourse, those interpreted 
as deviating from the “universal” norms, such as religious minorities, are marginalized. 
This reconceptualization extends beyond the geographical divide that often portrays non- 
Western class formation as significantly different from the Western political processes 
(Amin 1976; Trimberger 1978; Ahmad 1985; Zaalouk 1989).!10 

What, then, were the elements that defined this social group emerging through 
Western-style education as an Ottoman bureaucratic bourgeoisie? Most studies on Otto- 
man class formation missed this important segment of the Ottoman bourgeoisie as they 
focused on economic functions and thus overlooked the disjuncture ethnic segmentation 
produced in society,!!! while others concentrated on political and intellectual activities 
and failed to observe the significance of commerce on bourgeois class formation.!!? It is 
the combination of both the bureaucratic and the commercial that illustrated the process of 
bourgeois class formation in the Ottoman empire. In both cases, it was the capacity and 
ability of social groups to accumulate and reproduce resources outside the control of the 
authorities that led to the formation of the bourgeoisie. Western-style education and 
commerce enabled this new class to define for itself a social position within Ottoman 
society, independent of and outside the sultan's control. The knowledge and skills they 
acquired through education gave them both expertise and an inalienable resource with 
which they successfully challenged the sultan's control over the distribution of social and 
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economic resources in the empire. The crystallization of the social space this group 
created for itself in the mid-nineteenth century was illustrated by the physical transforma- 
tion of the capital, whereby more public spaces emerged to accommodate the emerging 
bourgeoisie (Ortaylı 1983: 173-88). Public parks and tea houses in Tepebaşı, hotels, 
restaurants, and reading saloons in Beyoglu, a modern library in 1869, summer residences, 
a subway, schools, police stations, theaters, separate buildings for the new ministries, 
regular boat service on the Bosphorus, and even the establishment of boat service specifi- 
cally for the students developed a new geography of space. The European side of the city 
became the fashionable districts, as the districts of Istanbul proper, near the sultan’s initial 
palace in Topkapı, declined in significance. Students educated in the Western-style institu- 
tions, regardless of their field of specialization or their small numbers,! !? started to form a 
new vision for the empire at the expense of others. 

In addition to this physical space, a new moral space also developed. The boundaries 
of the private and the professional also became redefined and separated from one an- 
other. Hence, for instance, one grand vezir in the early twentieth century, upon being 
"criticized about appearing in inappropriate public places such as Tepebaşı and Taksim 
smoking his pipe,” had developed enough of a sense of professionalism to retort that “after 
he performed his duties, he was free and would do whatever he so pleased” (Findley 1989: 
199). This vezir was also the first alumnus of the Western-style school of civil servants 
and appointed five other graduates from his school to his cabinet of thirteen, demonstrat- 
ing once more the strength of school ties. Such ties were also significant in mobilizing and 
maintaining political opposition against the sultan, as all like-minded graduates protected 
one another throughout the empire as if they were “one large family.” Of course, this 
family was different from the previous sultan’s household in that there was no omnipotent 
household head and all the members were theoretically equal in the resources they ac- 
quired from education and brought to the relationship. This was evident, for instance, in 
the new Civil Administration Journal, which referred to the image of “a family of profes- 
sionals," who saw one another individually as brothers, and who constantly discussed 
issues of efficiency and productivity in terms of how they could serve their country better 
(Findley 1989: 243). This new sense of professionalism was particularly evident in the 
school of civil administration (Findley 1990: 876—77) whereby the trainees, based on their 
newly acquired skills, claimed the authority by themselves that previously the sultan alone 
had the authority to endow upon them. The concept of administering the empire in the 
name of the sultan as his slaves dependent on his permission and authorization was 
replaced by a new approach whereby professionals administered the country in and of 
itself as responsible citizens, and, in doing so, used their expertise to reach decisions 
independent of, and without sanctioning by, the sultan. This shift enabled this group to 
free and reproduce their social resources outside the sultan's control and so to structure the 
boundaries that defined them as the bourgeoisie. In this sense, one could even argue that 
they developed “a sense of collectivity and otherness” (Merriman 1979: 14) and “an ethos 
of professionalization" (Abbott 1988) that distinguished them as a social class. 

The first social indication of this social group's visible boundaries emerged with the 3 
March 1829 dress code issued by the sultan, which required all civil servants, with the 
exception of those in religion, to wear the “modern” outfit of a frock coat with a high 
standup collar, one row of buttons, and an above the knee cut, white collared and starched 
shirts, neckties, narrow pants, and a fez.!!4 In addition, the sultan of the time, Mahmud II, 
also trimmed his beard, a traditional symbol of authority, and required all civil servants to 
follow his example. Office furnishings changed (Findley 1989: 212), as European-style 
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desks in rows replaced cushions and writing pads. Yet the most significant change was in 
the mode and definition of work.!!5 The other significant social indication of this group's 
boundaries comprised its attempts to reproduce itself. In the late nineteenth century, the 
establishment of a code of regulations to govern their behavior, personnel records to make 
them all legally equal as professionals, and a retirement fund to sustain them in society 
defined the bureaucracy as a social group (Findley 1989: 27). The most significant 
measure among these was probably the establishment of a salary system whereby officials 
no longer had access to prebendal forms of dispensation (Findley 1980a: 145; 1989: 29). 
Yet this transition to salaried offices was not an easy one (Findley 1989: 302), as officials 
"tried to retain income from previous positions, hold more than one office at a time, or 
supplement salary by doing something else on the side." Another instance demonstrated 
the resistance of officials to be pegged into such posts (Cevdet 1872: 45), as one civil 
servant, Hasib Efendi,!!6 refused, time and again, the salary increase that came with his 
promotion, arguing he did not need it. The Ottoman statesman narrating the incident 
rightfully noted that the civil servant's refusal of the raise that accompanied his promotion 
demonstrated his inability to distinguish the personal from the professional.!17 When the 
civil servant still refused, they gave the raise as “yearly gifts" (atiyye).1!8 Still another 
social indication of the social boundaries of this class was its involvement in political 
activities. For instance, one Ottoman statesman who was also the minister of war noted in 
his diary how distressed he was when, asking for a report on the improvement of the 
Greek army, he got a letter from the Ottoman military attaché in Athens that gave the 
information he wanted in the first paragraph “and then went on for three pages on Ottoman 
politics, giving me his suggestions on how to formulate a good Ottoman cabinet... . I 
was so distressed at how politicized these officers had become that I could not bring 
myself to punish this particular one" (Mahmut Sevket [1913] 1988: 132). As a part of their 
politics, this bourgeoisie, upon attaining power, in turn gave priority to multiplying the 
number of schools, thus reproducing and expanding their ranks through education. Be- 
tween 1879 and 1895, it built 4 secondary preparatory schools and 160 secondary schools; 
it also tripled the Ottoman literacy to 15 percent by the end of this period.!!? Not all 
segments of Ottoman society participated equally in this new formulation, however. 
Religion, geographical location, and gender became the significant factors determining 
one's political participation in the system, as the Muslims and the urban-based populations 
formed the "nation" to the exclusion of the others. 

The inability of the newly emerging institutions to incorporate minorities was evident 
throughout the social system. For instance, during the period 1859—79, all of the 162 
graduates in the school for civil servants were Ottoman Muslims. Also, after 1879, even 
though the number of graduates increased fivefold, the small number of minorities that 
had started attending hardly increased (Findley 1989: 114). Another instance that provided 
insight into why such a divide was reproduced was the "separateness" of the ten Ottoman 
Jewish students attending the Ottoman medical school. These students had their meat 
delivered from a special butcher and their own cook appointed by the state to prepare 
kosher meals; they ate and lived together in a separate barrack (Nur [1928] 1992: 219). 
This separation of food intake and space undoubtedly restricted social interaction between 
Ottoman minorities and Muslims in this context as well.!?9 Similarly, in the first and only 
Ottoman school founded abroad in Paris, in 1857, by the Ottoman sultan (Şişman 1986; 
Chambers 1968: 313-29), even though minorities were actively recruited as students, of 
the thirty-five minority graduates with identified occupations, only four joined the Otto- 
man administrative service.!?! Acceptance of minorities in the late Ottoman bureaucracy 
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was also checkered. In the four branches of Ottoman officialdom (Findley 1982: 342-43), 
there were no minorities in the religious establishment, some in the military in special 
capacities (although most purchased exemption), and some in palace service, where one 
had easier access except to the most important immediate entourage of the sultan. Most 
minorities were concentrated in the last branch, the civil bureaucracy, yet they too were 
demobilized in the late nineteenth century as they could not partake in factionalism and 
clientage. Similarly, trust in these minorities never fully developed; most were dismissed 
on account of “certain causes and circumstances," or, as once put explicitly, “their contact 
with foreigners would entail difficulties in confidential matters" (Findley 1982: 364). As 
Ottoman Muslims received an education and subsequent bureaucratic professions to the 
detriment of minorities, the nascent Ottoman bureaucratic bourgeoisie became an almost 
exclusively Muslim one. 

Even though some Ottoman statesmen did attempt to admit minority children into the 
military academies, the sultan opposed this suggestion. Similarly, the idea of forming a 
regiment from the Jews who escaped from Russia in 1891—92 was delayed for fear of an 
Ottoman Muslim reaction (Bozkurt 1989: 125—28). Also, the 1843 military service obliga- 
tion placed upon Muslims and minorities alike was later changed by introducing a military 
service substitute tax (bedel-i askeri),'?? whereby minorities could avoid military service. 
Indeed, if such a practice had been successful, it could have alleviated the pressure on 
manpower felt by the Ottoman army. After some unsuccessful attempts, the last attempt to 
revive the practice after 1908 also “withered under the shadow of ancient prejudice,” as 
these recruits were never fully trusted.!?3 The Ottoman sultan certainly tried to actualize 
minority recruitment into the military and the minorities definitely were initially enthusi- 
astic and willing to serve, but the structural differences that religious segmentation had 
translated into in Ottoman society (Gógek 1993a) rendered such an option moot. 

The most significant attempt to integrate the Muslim and minority populations of the 
empire was made during the formulation of the Ottoman parliament in 1877. Muslim and 
minority representatives were carefully selected from each province,!?4 and the sultan 
explicitly reiterated in his speech a principle implied in the imperial rescript of 1852, that 
“henceforth all his subjects will be considered the children of the same country, and will 
be placed under the protection of one law" (Karal 1982: 395). The members of the 
parliament did pledge a secular oath,!?^ and the minority deputies enthusiastically partici- 
pated, both removing all references to differentiation by religion and ignoring communal 
lines in the parliamentary debates. Even though the Ottoman sultan promulgated equality 
for all his subjects, which actually meant giving the minorities the rights the Muslims 
already had, the actual practice of this ruling was limited. The parliament itself could not 
survive the increasing tension in the empire and was dismissed by the sultan. Hence, the 
most significant attempt to integrate the minorities in the new social system also failed. 

The minorities of the empire did themselves acquire social resources through a 
Western-style education, but not in the sultan's schools. They attended instead the minor- 
ity and foreign schools established by the European powers. As the minorities prospered 
through trade with the West, they started sending their sons to Europe for education in 
greater numbers. They also established Western-style schools within their own commu- 
nities, in addition to the preexisting religious schools of the patriarchates and the rabbi- 
nates (Ergin 1939). During the nineteenth century, their education was heavily comple- 
mented by the European powers that established schools in the Ottoman empire for the 
explicit purpose of educating the children of European foreign residents and the Ottoman 
minorities. A 1894 treatise of the Ottoman minister of education, which inventoried all the 
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foreign and minority schools in the Ottoman empire, revealed that there were 413 foreign 
and 4,547 minority schools, of which 4,049 operated without a permit from the Ottoman 
sultan (Cetin 1981). According to the report, the number of schools founded in the 
Ottoman empire by Western powers over the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries was as 
follows: France founded 115 schools, the United States 83, England 52, Russia and 
Baikan states (Greece, Serbia, and Bulgaria) 50, Austria and Germany 32, and Italy 25. 
These figures corresponded to the following in terms of number of students educated. In 
1896, at the middle school level, there were 76,000 pupils in minority and 7,000 in foreign 
schools; at the secondary school level, 11,000 pupils in minority and 8,000 in foreign 
schools. This compared unfavorably with the 31,000 pupils in the Muslim middle schools 
and the 5,000 in Muslim secondary schools (Issawi 1982: 277). These Western-style 
schools educated the Ottoman minorities and accelerated their development!?$ into a new 
social group: the Ottoman commercial bourgeoisie. 


3 


Trade, Ottoman Merchants, and 
Western Goods: Rise of the 


Commercial Bourgeoisie 


According to one Ottoman chronicler writing in the late nineteenth century, 


Ever since the emergence of steamboats, telegraph, and railway, and ever since the 
Europeans became too big for their britches,! they have made a habit of assaulting and, 
upon coming close, of immediately erecting their flags over the harmless and the weak 
throughout the globe, thereby including [them] in their realm of possessions. They 
[then] defend [these possessions] against one another by right of conquest.? (Ahmed 
Lütfi 1875: 33) 


The close Western connection between trade and diplomacy was noted by Ottoman 
officials time and again.? Indeed, the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries marked the 
expansion of Western trade and with it the growth of Western political domination over 
the rest of the world. As in many other non-Western contexts,^ the Ottoman empire too 
underwent a dramatic economic change? from balanced association to bankruptcy in its 
trade relations with the West. The Ottoman trade structure, the nature of the Ottoman 
social groups embedded in it, and the meanings different groups attributed to Western 
goods all combined to interpret this Western impact. One social group that emerged to 
benefit from Western trade was the Ottoman minorities. As they accumulated—through 
their association with the West and due to their specific location within the Ottoman social 
structure—resources outside the sultan's control, they formed the origins of the Ottoman 
commercial bourgeoisie. Changing trade patterns, Ottoman social groups, and the penetra- 
tion of Western goods into Ottoman society interacted to sow the seeds of the Ottoman 
commercial bourgeoisie as one group accumulated resources at the expense of others 
through trade with the West. Yet, these seeds did not take root in the empire due to 
Ottoman ethnic segmentation and surfacing nationalisms and were supplanted, during the 
twentieth century, by a Turkish-Muslim national bourgeoisie. 


Patterns of Ottoman Trade with the West 


The discovery of the new world, Western colonial expansion, and the subsequent increase 
in European production accelerated the pace of European trade with the Ottoman empire. 
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The nature of the trade changed as well. Trade capitulations the Ottoman empire had 
granted to the Italian states as early as the fifteenth century to encourage trade? were 
converted into contractual bilateral documents in the eighteenth century as the Ottoman 
sultan lost his authority to revoke them unilaterally (inalcik 1973: 55—56). First the French 
state and then the English successfully strove to attain similar trade privileges, and the 
Ottoman sultan was eventually forced to extend these terms of trade to the Habsburg and 
Russian empires. The West started to capitalize on its victories against the Ottoman army 
to further exploit and expand these trade capitulations, and, as they did so, Western trade 
with the Ottoman empire expanded as well. A trade imbalance developed as Ottoman 
exports to the West decreased at the same interval.” Most of the goods exported from the 
Ottoman empire consisted of raw materials and carpets.’ In 1750, Ottoman imports from 
the West to Constantinople were mostly manufactured goods or processed products 
(Braudel 1984: 471).? Western traders often brought these goods to the Ottoman ports and 
carried back Ottoman exports. The distribution of Ottoman exports among these Western 
states over time, in percentage shares of Ottoman exports, as illustrated in the accompany- 
ing table, reflects this transformation in Ottoman trade with the West. 





Year French English Dutch Venetian Habsburg 
1634 26.6 39.8 7.8 25.8 — 
1686 19.0 39.0 21.0 12.0 — 
c.1784 36.5 92 18.3 12.0 24.0 
1887 18.0 61.0 -— 3.0 18.0 


1910 11.0 35.0 — 12.0 42.0 


Source: McGowan 1981:18; Ortaylı 1981:31 


Whereas the English had been the Ottoman empire’s largest trading partner in the sev- 
enteenth century,!° they were replaced by the French during the eighteenth (Owen 
1981: 83—85). The 1740 trade treaty between France and the Ottoman empire contrib- 
uted to increasing French dominance.!! The expansion of French trade resulted from its 
massive eighteenth-century reorganization: the French embassies, consulates, posts, and 
storehouses in the Ottoman empire were all combined under one structure, regulated, 
and standardized.!? The French government introduced sets of rules and regulations 
about the responsibilities of French consuls and merchants in Ottoman trade (Masson 
1911: 32, 44). French consuls were also organized for the first time in a strict hierarchi- 
cal pattern,!? whereby the French merchants were able to benefit fully from the orga- 
nized services of the French consuls and ambassadors. This systematization of French 
trade through cooperation between the state and its merchants enhanced its economic 
impact on the Ottoman empire. Another financial incentive to the expanding French 
trade with the Ottomans was provided by the French chambers of commerce. These 
chambers, particularly that of Marseille, took an active interest in promoting trade with 
the Ottomans, financed the budgets of French consulates, and participated in the instruc- 
tion of ambassadors.!^ During the eighteenth century, using the new trade organization 
and the support of chambers of commerce, French trade expanded into Syria, Egypt, 
Asia Minor, Persia and the Persian Gulf, Egypt, the Red Sea, the Balkans, and the 
Adriatic and Black seas. 

The socially significant transformation in the Ottoman trade pattern with the West 
emerged during the eighteenth century. European rivalries emerging during and after the 
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Seven Years’ War and the French revolutionary and Napoleonic wars had affected trade, 
as the French and the English blockaded one another's commercial activities. The Otto- 
man empire's neutrality during most of this period promoted the enterprises of merchants 
trading under the Ottoman flag; the earlier influence of the Italian trading states had also 
waned by this period. As a consequence of these developments, Ottoman minority mer- 
chants!5 gained a very significant opportunity to replace the European traders in the 
Middle East (Owen 1981: 55). The Napoleonic wars especially led to the rise of the 
Ottoman Greek merchants,!6 as they overcame both the French and English blockades by 
collaborating with both, profiting immensely in the process (Frangakis-Syrett 1991b: 
392—94). This collaboration often took the form of requesting and usually acquiring 
foreign protection in trade from more than one Western power. Many such minorities also 
engaged in economic production. For instance, the biggest textile factory was "established 
in Smyrna in the 1770s by an Ottoman Armenian under government protection and in 
imitation of a similar project in Istanbul. It employed up to 500 workers and printed 
muslin and cloth for export to Switzerland, Germany and England" (Frangakis-Syrett 
1985: 39). Since Ottoman trade treaties with the West also made tax-farming significant as 
a direct way of controlling produce, many minority families also increased their already 
existing involvement in tax-farming (Frangakis-Syrett 1992: 98). The mercantile activities 
of the Ottoman minorities remained the most significant consequence of the eighteenth- 
century shift in Western trade with the Ottoman empire, yet among the Ottoman minorities 
there was a concomitant shift in commercial involvement and prosperity from Ottoman 
Jews to Ottoman Christians, including Greeks, Armenians, and Arab-speaking Christians 
in the provinces.!7 


Location of the Ottoman Social Groups in Trade with the West 


The expansion of Western trade with the empire had differential impact on the Ottoman 
social groups. While the sultan and his office-households suffered from the impact of trade 
with the West, the Ottoman provincial notables, artisans, Janissaries, and foreign residents 
of the empire potentially stood to gain from it. Yet, among them, only a specific one, the 
Ottoman minorities, managed to retain the resources they accumulated through this associa- 
tion, thus forming the seeds of an Ottoman commercial bourgeoisie; the rest could not 
escape the sultan's control. The Ottoman sultan attempted to directly regulate the expansion 
of trade with the West through two measures. To curb the demand for Western goods, he 
promulgated a series of largely ineffective imperial edicts (Ozkaya 1985: 142), and, to 
circumscribe the supply of these goods, he personally financed the establishment of many 
Ottoman manufactories to compete with them. In 1720, for example, the sultan brought in 
master workmen from Chios to found a broadcloth manufactory and silk looms in Constant- 
inople. Similarly, in 1729 he financed the organization of Ottoman cloth manufactories, 
which were established with the explicit intent to imitate foreign prints. In 1777, the 
Ottoman sultan founded more broadcloth and cloth factories in Constantinople to compete 
with the European cloth that was entering the Ottoman markets in ever increasing amounts. 
The sultan's grand vezir and members of his administration also wanted to help in this 
process of nurturing an indigenous Ottoman industry as they funded the invitation of master 
weavers from India in 1783 to start cloth production. Although the Ottoman sultan and his 
officials tried to curb the depletion of Ottoman economic resources caused by Western trade, 
they were not effective in successfully matching Western production in the empire.!8 
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The Ottoman office-households, whose social position in the empire centered around 
the distribution of administrative posts, did not benefit from the expansion of Western 
trade either. Since officeholding rather than trade generated prestige in Ottoman society, 
these households were also not induced to engage fully in trade; instead, they utilized 
trade solely to generate the additional income they needed to maintain their large house- 
holds. Unlike the office-households, the Ottoman provincial notables, which had retained 
their ties with agricultural production in the provinces through tax-farming, benefited 
from eighteenth-century trade with the West. The notables located in geographical prox- 
imity to the West, such as those who had access to the Aegean shores and those in the 
Balkans, carried on a brisk trade in wheat and cotton outside the sultan's control and 
against the sultan's sanctions. Even though the Ottoman sultan proclaimed decree after 
decree fixing the price of wheat and cotton and banning their export outside the empire, he 
could not control this trade.!? The frequency of such eighteenth-century edicts issued in 
1735, 1747, 1755, 1763, 1765, 1778, 1781, and 1782 demonstrate, indirectly, how wide- 
spread this illegal trading had become (Özkaya 1985: 325-27). For instance, a 1782 edict 
stated that the provincial notables along the Danube “kept provisions intended for Con- 
stantinople in their storehouses and sold them to foreigners" (CI2187). The sultan ordered 
the superintendent to purchase these provisions instead and send them to the capital with 
haste. Another account by a Western traveler (Leake 1835, III: 202, 207) commenting on 
how an Ottoman provincial notable sold cotton to Vienna through Greek merchants 
illustrated the substantial amount of illegal export in another commodity, cotton: these 
merchants handled 30,000—40,000 bales of cotton every year. Provincial notables who 
successfully expanded their economic resources through illegal trade with the West could 
not capitalize on their gains, however. As long as their social position depended on the 
administrative posts of the sultan, they could not escape his immanent control and gener- 
ate independent sources of their own. 

Ottoman Janissaries, artisans, and religious minorities were the other significant 
Ottoman social groups in eighteenth- and nineteenth-century Ottoman social change. The 
Janissaries and the artisans, which had coalesced into a single unit by this time, lacked 
the necessary resources to challenge the sultan by themselves. Only in alliance with the 
households could they have provided such a challenge— but such an alliance did not oc- 
cur because of the structural configuration of households as self-contained and self- 
reproducing social units. The Ottoman religious minorities were the third social group. 
Since strict social boundaries delineated the Ottoman religious minorities, their interaction 
with the rest of Ottoman society and with the households was also limited. Yet, by 
developing extensive trade relationships with the West during the eighteenth and nine- 
teenth centuries, these minorities were nevertheless able to develop vast economic re- 
sources outside the sultan's control. By doing so, they generated the seeds of the emergent 
Ottoman commercial bourgeoisie. 

In the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, the social and economic boundaries 
between the Janissary corps and the guilds started to disappear as both lost their exclu- 
sivity and monopoly over the provision of urban security and commerce; the newly 
emerging group of free petty artisans and peddlers had roots in both organizations. Some 
Janissaries, such as those engaged in military construction and production, acquired 
artisanal skills that they could then have transferred to the marketplace (Kafadar 1981: 
44—47). The historical conjuncture of the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries did indeed 
necessitate such a transfer as the vast inflation that enveloped the Ottoman empire de- 
creased the real salaries of Janissaries and forced them to look for means of economic 
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support outside the military. The Janissaries utilized the social ties they had developed 
with urban inhabitants in making this transformation; those patrolling the city for security, 
having thus established personal contact with many city dwellers, then formed partner- 
ships with them. Also, in their attempt to relinquish the cost of their household expenses, 
Ottoman officials started to enroll2° their own household members into the Janissary 
corps, thereby indirectly charging the cost of their household maintenance to the state 
(Kafadar 1981: 81). The more direct integration of the Janissaries into the rest of society 
occurred as they invested in long-term ties by marrying urban dwellers and thus passing 
their inheritance?! and social position along to them. As a consequence, in eighteenth- 
century Syria (Rafeq 1977: 59—60), for instance, the Janissaries blended in with urban 
society and functioned in a number of urban capacities, such as moneylenders, crop 
sharers, administrators or supervisors of religious endowments, customs officials, tax 
collectors, or artisans.?? The reverse penetration by petty tradesmen into the Janissary 
corps might have resulted from the cooperation between the two when groups of artisans 
were selected to accompany the Janissaries to provision them during military campaigns. 
The Ottoman sultan then invited some of these artisans who had performed an outstanding 
service during the campaigns to join the ranks of the Janissaries (Aktepe 1954: 19). Also, 
through their participation in military campaigns, artisans gained the opportunity to form 
ties with the Janissaries that were easily transferable to commercial ones during periods of 
peace.?3 

Eighteenth-century Ottoman archival records do indeed document this gradual diffu- 
sion of the Janissaries and the artisans into one social group, as more and more artisans 
appear within the ranks of the “military” category. For instance, within one randomly 
selected volume (A5—368) of military inheritance registers from 1772, almost a third of 
the cases belonged to artisans.?^ Although Janissaries could in theory be distinguished by 
their honorific title, “elder brother," (bege), it became impossible to identify them as such 
in the actual court cases dating from the eighteenth century. For instance, the court 
registered inheritance of izzed Ahmed Pasha, commander of Hotin (CM31051), listed 
many “artisan-Janissaries” among the creditors, as two, Ismail and Uzun Ali bese, were 
bakers, and the others were Seyyid Ali bese, who was a grocer, Ali bese, a butcher, Hasan 
bese, a candlemaker, Ali bese, a saddlemaker, Süleyman bese, a tobacconist, Mehmed 
beşe, a pastry-maker, and Mahmud bese, a felt-maker. The emergence of this ambiguous 
category often led to administrative disputes over matters of taxation and inheritance. For 
instance, Janissaries who were tax exempt as soldiers tried to retain this privilege when 
they started to engage in trade. In the eighteenth century, the sultan received many 
complaints from his administrators on how the tax revenues from the marketplace and the 
customs fell because of the refusal of the Janissary-traders to pay them. For instance, in 
1762, Halil, the superintendent of Sofia, complained that the Janissary-traders did not pay 
customs duties on goods such as grapes, figs, cotton, leather, and linen that they brought 
from other provinces and sold in Sofia. The sultan decreed that all traders had to pay the 
duties regardless of their status (MM9537/34). Similarly, the issue of who had rights over 
the inheritance of such a person, the military corps or the heirs, also emerged. In 1799, 
when elhac Abdülaziz Agha, a usurer who was also a Janissary belonging to the 45th Unit, 
died without heirs, upon the arrival at the capital of the news of his large wealth,?^ the 
inheritance partitioner and the head of the Janissary corps quarreled over whether the 
treasury of the sultan or that of the Janissary corps should acquire this wealth (CM7602). 

Why was this emergent group of artisan-Janissaries, which had both economic and 
political resources, unable to successfully challenge the sultan? Unlike the office- and 
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provincial households, most activities of the Janissaries and the artisans were contained 
within the boundaries of urban centers. Their ownership of capital also often stayed 
limited to their own craft. In addition, one could argue that they did not have the house- 
hold organization and administrative skills to penetrate and manage Ottoman resources. 
Still, there were two exceptions to this pattern, usurers and merchants, who accumulated 
vast economic resources within and beyond urban centers. The possible extent of this 
wealth is illustrated by the 1788 inheritance of the usurer, Haci Hasan, also known as “the 
son-in-law of Hankallioglu” (MM10230/32), whose heirs paid 85,000 piasters to keep his 
inheritance from being confiscated by the sultan, and by that of another usurer and money- 
changer elhac Abdülaziz Agha (MM9726/28). 

Abdülaziz Agha's loans to many urban dwellers and officials, many with interest and 
securities, portray the nature and scope of the commercial networks that developed be- 
yond local boundaries. The wealthiest among these usurers and merchants were often 
those who engaged in commercial activities with Ottoman officials and their households. 
Yet these activities made the usurers and merchants prone to confiscation by the sultan, 
who could argue? that their wealth had been indirectly amassed through the offices he 
himself had bestowed upon his household members. He could thus use all indications of 
misbehavior, misappropriation of funds, or unpaid accounts to the treasury to legitimate 
such a decision. Indeed, the sultan used this reasoning in 1808, when, in order to pay 
military campaign debts, he confiscated the inheritances of merchants “who were known 
to have large amounts of wealth” (CM19875). For instance, the confiscation of the wealth 
of one such merchant, Haci Ali, explicitly referred to the severe cash need of the Ottoman 
state for a military campaign as the reason for this confiscation. In this case, the sultan did, 
however, give the heirs of the deceased treasury shares in return for the confiscated 
amount, promising?” to convert them into cash after the campaign (CM31146). Still, by 
performing such confiscations, the sultan was able to control the capital accumulation of 
artisans and Janissaries in general and merchants and usurers in particular. These social 
groups, like the office- and provincial households before them, failed to escape the 
sultan’s control over the resources they accumulated. 

Indeed, throughout the Ottoman empire, it was only the social group of the Ottoman 
minorities that benefited from the expanding trade with the West and that, unlike other 
Ottoman groups, could also avoid the sultan’s control over their accumulated resources. 
Their case therefore warrants special analysis. 


The Case of the Ottoman Minorities 


The Ottoman minorities existed in large numbers in the major cities of the empire, which 
placed them into close proximity with European foreign residents and Western merchants. 
For instance, the Ottoman minorities comprised a significant proportion of the urban 
population of the three major cities within the central provinces of the empire, namely, 
Constantinople, Smyrna, and Adrianople. In Constantinople in 1833, Ottoman Greek 
males comprised 29.1 percent of the tax-paying population, Ottoman Armenian males 
25.6 percent, and Ottoman Jewish males 6.1 percent.?? In eighteenth-century Smyrna, 
varying population estimates divided the population roughly into half Muslim and half 
minorities, and in Adrianople, of the 20,000 households, 3,000 were Ottoman Greek, 
1,000 Ottoman Jewish, 1,000 Ottoman Armenian, and the rest Muslim (Ozkaya 1985: 
143, 148). The association of these minorities with the escalating number of European 
foreign residents engaged in commerce and diplomacy increased considerably during the 
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eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. This affiliation was most prevalent?? in Constanti- 
nople, which always contained large European foreign colonies (Mantran 1982: 128—30). 
The Ottoman minorities resided close?? to these foreigners and, unlike with the Muslims, 
faced no social restrictions in associating with them. In addition, the Ottoman minorities 
had quite a significant cultural capital, proficiency in European languages, which enabled 
them to serve as translators in the embassies of foreign residents and in their trading 
activities. As the minorities interacted socially and professionally with the foreign resi- 
dents, their observance of the social boundaries the Ottoman sultan placed on them started 
to diminish. For instance, they stopped their close adherence to the strict Ottoman dress 
code, which limited the range of colors, garments, and accessories minorities could wear. 
Instead, the minorities started to don *Frankish-style dress” and also occasionally import- 
ed yellow shoes, a shoe color confined specifically to Muslims (Ozkaya 1985: 155). A 
1758 imperial decree addressed the sultan's concern over this innovation in the mode of 
dress stating that "the harm and inauspiciousness of this abominable state of affairs was 
the concern of the treasury of the Muslims and the cause of the disturbance of the order 
and regulation of subjects" (Refik 1930: 188—89). The sultan therefore banned the prac- 
tice of minorities wearing Frankish clothing. He also prohibited those minorities trading 
under foreign flags and their servants from dressing in the Frankish mode and limited this 
privilege specifically to those minorities employed by the embassies. 

As the number of foreign embassies, consuls, and residents increased in the Ottoman 
empire throughout the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, the Ottoman minorities em- 
ployed in these units also increased. The nature of this employment brought two signifi- 
cant privileges to the Ottoman minorities. First, by entering the service and protection of a 
foreign power, they were exempted from paying the poll tax (cizye), which had initially 
developed in compensation for the protection provided to the minorities. Second, they 
acquired the trade privileges of the foreign residents, among which was the very signifi- 
cant one of trade duties that were significantly lower than those of the Ottoman merchants. 
Because of these commercial and fiscal privileges, the number of Ottoman minorities 
employed by the embassies and engaged in trade (beratli)?! escalated and by the eigh- 
teenth century reached such a level that the Ottoman treasury suffered large tax losses and 
the sultan had to resort to issuing repeated edicts that set quotas on the number of such 
exempted minorities and their servants (Refik 1930: 74—76) or even attempted to issue 
such certificates himself (Lewis 1979: 455). 

The location of the minorities within the Ottoman social structure restricted them 
from investing their resources in Ottoman society. During the eighteenth century, minority 
exchange with Muslims was still largely confined. Although the minorities interacted with 
the Muslims in the marketplace, shops, and inns, other nuclei of social interaction, such as 
mosques, sometimes bathhouses, and often coffee houses were restricted to Muslims. 
Even though the minorities did indeed have their own places of interaction, given the 
intricate connection between social power and religion in the empire (Göçek 19932), those 
of the Muslims were structurally more significant. Also, male minorities could not marry 
Muslims and form enduring kinship ties with them, which meant that they could not 
reproduce their social and material resources. 

The only exception to this pattern were those few Ottoman minorities who were 
appointed to official positions as the sultan's translator, treasurer, or governor, thereby 
developing exceptional ties with officials, notables, and the sultan. These few did indeed 
have access to more resources than the rest, but this access, unlike that of Muslim 
officials, was usually limited to their tenure in office. Minority men could not marry other 
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office-household members to transmit their resources to the next generation but were 
confined to developing one social tie, that of passing their profession onto their sons. Yet 
in the eighteenth century, minorities started both to generate capital through trade?? and to 
retain it through Western protection. Through this interaction of the Ottoman social 
structure, their agency, and the historical conjuncture of escalating Western trade, the 
Ottoman minorities became the first social group to accumulate resources outside the 
sultan's control. 

The three groups within the Ottoman minorities in eighteenth-century Constantinople 
that possessed large amounts of wealth trespassing the confines of their professions?? and 
their urban boundaries were, specifically, the minority officials in the sultan's service, 
money-changers, and merchants. Yet not all of these subgroups had equal opportunity to 
retain the resources they accumulated outside the sultan's control; minority officials in the 
sultan's service and the money-changers who often had dealings with the Ottoman trea- 
sury could not escape the sultan's control. Only the minority merchants could. The small 
but powerful group of minority officials who were often in the sultan's employment as 
administrators or translators dissolved as they were caught between the conflicting expec- 
tations of the Ottoman sultan and the rising West. Since they were drawing their power 
from the sultan, once they challenged that connection, they lost the social power in 
Ottoman society that came with it. Although there were many such minorities, the career 
patterns of two of them, one Greek, Demetrius Cantemir, and one Armenian, Mouradgea 
d'Ohsson, illuminate the process through which this shift in the social position of Ottoman 
minority officials occurred as they struggled with the conflicting demands that the Otto- 
man sultan and the Western powers placed upon them. 

Demetrius Cantemir came to Constantinople in 1688, when he was fifteen, because 
his father, the prince of Moldavia Constantine Cantemir, was an Ottoman Phanariot?4 
Greek who had been appointed to his post by the Ottoman sultan (Constantin 1968: 59— 
61). Unlike many other Ottoman minorities, Cantemir, as an official's son,?? participated 
in the life of the capital and developed close relations with Muslims. In his historical 
chronicle of the Ottoman empire, he recounted taking “Musick” lessons from Ottoman 
Muslim instructors and listed two intimate Muslim friends, *Cherkies Mehemed Aga, the 
Master of the Imperial Stables,” and “Haznadar Ibrahim Pasha, the governor of Belgrade, 
who was present at all the [sultan's] consults of those times" (Cantemir 1737: 151, 164). 
Cantemir recounted, for instance, how he used to “invite Ibrahim Pasha to his house, and 
did to gain his good will by treating him with wine . . . so that the Pasha would open his 
whole mind to him" (Cantemir 1737: 300). This Ottoman Greek thus met with Ottoman 
Muslim officials socially and was soon himself appointed an Ottoman official, the prince 
of Moldavia, in 1710. Once at his post, however, he allied with the Russians against the 
Ottoman sultan and had to escape to Russia when the Ottomans defeated the Russians in 
the Balkans. One could argue that in spite of all his exceptional privileges, Cantemir's 
conflicting social and political allegiances between the Ottoman sultan and a Western 
power eventually led to his downfall as an Ottoman minority official. 

The Ottoman Armenian Ignatius Mouradgea d'Ohsson, who was known among the 
Ottomans as Muradcan Tosunyan, also rose through his employment as a translator, yet 
this time for the Swedish embassy rather than the Ottoman sultan (Beydilli 1983: 247— 
314). Like Cantemir, d'Ohsson was also following in the footsteps of his father, who had 
been a translator in the Swedish consulate in Smyrna for almost forty years; he entered the 
Swedish embassy in Constantinople as a translator in 1763, when he was twenty-three, 
and was promoted to the position of the head translator just five years later. A Catholic 
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Armenian, d'Ohsson kept his ties with the foreign community in Pera and was educated 
by the Franciscan and Dominican priests residing there. His fast rise within the Swedish 
embassy continued as many honorary titles were bestowed upon him; he was given the 
title “royal secretary" when he was thirty-five and was knighted with the title “chevalier” 
five years later. Because of his assistance during the drawing up of the Ottoman-Swedish 
Trade-Peace Treaty, d'Ohsson received a medal from the Swedish king and in 1787 the 
title *d'Ohsson," which was a Swedish approximation of his former Ottoman patronymic, 
Tosunyan. D’Ohsson’s family ties, which had procured him his initial position as a 
translator, also enhanced his wealth in marriage: he married the daughter of an Armenian 
money-changer who conducted business with the Ottoman palace.?6 

As Cantemir had entrusted his hopes to the Russians away from the Ottoman sultan, 
d’Ohsson invested his economic resources outside the Ottoman sultan’s control, in Pari- 
sian banks. When he traveled to Paris in 1784 to have his book on the history of the 
Ottoman empire published, he visited the king of Sweden and concluded the Swedish— 
Ottoman alliance treaty. Upon his return to the Ottoman empire, d’Ohsson was treated 
very well by the Ottoman sultan, Selim III, who, just as his predecessor had made use of 
Cantemir's administrative and military skills, utilized d'Ohsson's expertise on the science 
of warfare and the administration and provision of the military. The sultan specifically 
asked d'Ohsson for a memorandum expressing his viewpoint on the affairs of science and 
the military, and upon receiving it?? approved and asked d'Ohsson “to keep on procuring, 
engineers, architects and officers from Europe." D'Ohsson rose to his highest rank in the 
Ottoman empire when, in 1796, he was appointed Swedish ambassador. Yet within a few 
years, when the French invaded Egypt, whereupon d'Ohsson openly sided with the 
French, the same Ottoman sultan who had commended his expertise asked the Swedish 
government for his removal from office. D'Ohsson left the Ottoman empire in 1799 for 
Paris, where he died in 1807. Like Cantemir, d'Ohsson was eventually estranged from the 
Ottoman empire as his multiple allegiances conflicted and he sided with Sweden and 
France against the Ottoman empire.?? His life, like Cantemir's, vividly illustrates the 
ambivalent situation of the few Ottoman minority officials, between the conflicting de- 
mands of the Ottoman empire and the West. Like these two cases, most of this subgroup of 
small but powerful minority officials eventually disintegrated under the strain of these 
conflicting demands; they either left the empire or lost their jobs. 

Another subgroup that was able to accumulate wealth beyond the confines of their 
community and the city they lived in was the minority money-changers. But they too, like 
the minority officials, could not retain the resources they accumulated outside of the 
sultan's control. Many archival documents disclose the cause behind this inability: minor- 
ity money-changers could not escape, as the minority merchants eventually could and did, 
the sultan's jurisdiction over them. One example of such a money-changer was an Otto- 
man Armenian, Izavor son of Agasob from Eğin (B77/8), who died in Constantinople in 
1763 while visiting, with his two sons, his partners in the capital. His wealth, 900,000 
aspers, comprising his share in his partnership with the money-changer in Constantinople, 
was potentially prone to the sultan's confiscation, however. The sultan did indeed con- 
fiscate the inheritances of the Ottoman Greek furrier/money-changer Manol?’ in 1737 
(CM8158), and an Ottoman Armenian money-changer Bedros^? of the Ottoman mint in 
1784 (D7217), on the grounds that both had accounts to settle with the sultan's household 
and with office-households. Unlike Muslim officials and provincial notables, once their 
wealth was confiscated, these Ottoman minorities often did not have households or social 
networks to fall back on in order to reverse the setback, or simply to survive. Only one 
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group of minorities managed to develop the social resources necessary to foil the sultan's 
confiscation: the Ottoman minority merchants. 

The minority merchants could retain the resources they accumulated through their 
interaction with the West by entering into foreign protection. Until the eighteenth century, 
the trade activities of minority merchants had not been separate from those of Muslim 
merchants, as all participated equally in Ottoman trade. Many Muslim merchants, for 
instance, were commercially active^! in urban centers throughout the world, from Venice 
and Ancona in Europe to Calicut and Java in Southeast Asia (Kafadar 1990: 194—99). At 
the same time, many Muslim and minority merchants often had a sister company based in 
a Western port.42 Only after the rise of Western trade and the Europeans’ exclusive 
association with the Ottoman minorities did Ottoman merchants differentiate their fields 
of activity according to religion. Hence, from the eighteenth century onward, the Muslim 
merchants concentrated in domestic trade* and the religious minorities traded with the 
rising West (Inalcik 1979: 6; Masters 1988: 33). This economic specialization by Ottoman 
minority merchants at the expense of European and Ottoman Muslim ones emerged from a 
coalescence of factors that ranged from the structure of trade to the dynamics of Ottoman 
control over trade. 

First, in these centuries the periods of warfare among the major Western powers 
started to expand quickly into the economic sphere. Commercial blockades often accom- 
panied military warfare so that the European merchants suffered from the effects of 
political conflict (Frangakis-Syrett 1985: 34—35). As they were increasingly involved in 
the escalating intra-European conflict, it became immanently rational to designate a social 
group that was politically neutral to this conflict: the Ottoman minority merchants filled 
this prerequisite perfectly and increasingly assumed the role of the European merchants in 
Ottoman trade. 

Second, European merchants faced increasing economic barriers in their trade with 
the Ottoman empire, which led them to prefer employing minority merchants as inter- 
mediaries. As a consequence of trade capitulations, European merchants who traded with 
the Ottoman empire had had to pay only a 3 percent duty, as opposed to Ottoman 
merchants, who paid duties up to 10 percent. Yet this imbalance did not translate into 
domestic trade within the empire, so that the European merchants trading in the empire 
had to pay the same domestic trade duties as the Ottoman merchants did (Kütükoglu 1974: 
64, 71). This reduced the incentive for European merchants to engage in the Ottoman 
domestic trade and reinforced the prevalence of Ottoman minority merchants as their 
intermediaries. 

Third, competition among the European powers for influence within the Ottoman 
empire escalated their cultivation of Ottoman minorities as their allies within. They 
therefore often tried to secure the political allegiance of the Ottoman minorities by 
offering them legal protection from the Ottoman sultan. For instance, competition between 
the Austrians and the Russians over political influence in the Ottoman provinces of 
Wallachia and Moldavia led the Austrians to extend protective status to two hundred 
thousand Ottoman subjects in Moldavia, and to sixty thousand Ottoman subjects in Wal- 
lachia. The Russians countered by distributing their own protection papers for free in 
order to claim representation and jurisdiction over this protected populace of "citizens" 
(Bozkurt 1989: 140—41). 

The fourth reason entailed the additional restrictions placed on both European and 
Ottoman Muslim merchants. Until the end of the eighteenth century, as the sultan cate- 
gorically barred European merchants from trading in the Black Sea region (Braudel 1984 
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1984: 477), they had to engage Ottoman merchants to trade on their behalf. It was with the 
peace treaty (Küçük Kaynarca)^^ signed with Russia at the end of 1774 that the Ottomans 
had to relinquish to the Russians unrestricted privileges in the Black Sea. Yet, in the 
eighteenth century, the Ottoman sultan had set a quota on the number of Muslim mer- 
chants engaged in trade as well,*5 thus leaving only the Ottoman minority merchants 
capable of accommodating the commercial demands of the West. 

Fifth, minority merchants were often coreligionists with the Western ones and also 
possessed the linguistic skills to communicate with both the Europeans and the Ottomans. 
This cultural capital gave minority merchants a competitive edge over the Muslims. Sixth, 
European merchants were afraid that any contract entered into with an Ottoman Muslim 
would be struck down in a Muslim court. Uncomfortable with this protection, they chose 
to deal with minority merchants instead (Masters 1988: 102). 

Finally, unlike the Muslims, the Ottoman minorities were willing to enter under 
Western protection to avoid the sultan's confiscation, a measure the sultan used to avert 
the potential challenge of the vast economic resources of merchants.*® Initially,*7 the 
Ottoman sultan did not object to relinquishing his custody over minorities, but he could 
never have permitted his control over the Ottoman Muslims, whom he considered en- 
trusted to him by God, to be supplanted in a similar fashion. 

As a consequence, more and more minorities throughout the empire participated in 
European trade under foreign flags.48 The Ottoman Greek community accumulated wealth 
with the development of European commerce and shipping. The Armenians prospered as 
they controlled the trade routes leading to Persia, Central Asia, and India and became 
active in banking. The Arab-speaking Christians?? of the empire also benefited from the 
great prosperity in Aleppo that emerged through trade with Europe. In addition to the pros- 
perity in Aleppo, earlier interactions between Middle Eastern and European Christians, 
especially under the guidance of the Vatican, made a difference. The Vatican increased its 
Christian missions to the Middle East, and there was a significant preference for Arab- 
speaking Christians among European Christian traders, who started to dominate Middle 
Eastern trade in the eighteenth century (Raymond 1974: 282, 463, 490; Lewis 1982: 
107—9). Silk cultivation enriched the rural Christian community in Lebanon and Western- 
ized the Maronite community as they renewed contact with the Papacy (Khalaf 1982: 
113). Hence, through the nineteenth century, many minorities continued to "easily acquire 
a foreign nationality, and thus enjoy the advantages of extraterritoriality, while probably 
maintaining their local contacts" (Frangakis-Syrett 1991a: 198; 1991b: 413-14). 


Ottoman Adoption of Western Goods: Evidence 
from Inheritance Registers 


Ample historical documentation and sociological analysis of Ottoman society have dem- 
onstrated that there was indeed a process of Westernization. Yet the most crucial problem- 
atic, that of the boundaries of Westernization, remains. How far had Westernization 
diffused into Ottoman society? Was it limited to a certain segment of the empire at a 
certain time and place, or did it represent a larger pattern that affected the entire society at 
all levels? Hence, how could one extend beyond the visible, the dominant, the privileged 
to capture, rather than one fragment, the experience of the entire society? How could one 
operationalize Westernization, or, in this particular context, the diffusion of Western goods 
into Ottoman society at large? 
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One archival source that could possibly expand the constraints listed above is the vast 
collection of Ottoman inheritance registers, which cover all segments of Ottoman society 
and have been collected throughout the centuries in accordance with Islamic law. A 
systematic analysis through random sampling of this archival source could help us approx- 
imate the nature and scope of Ottoman Westernization. Indeed, such an analysis, to be 
undertaken in this section, demonstrates that Ottoman Westernization was a phenomenon 
that did not remain limited to the elites in the empire but also emerged among the populace 
at large. The empirical investigation displays the emergence of an Ottoman bourgeoisie as 
Ottoman subjects possess Western goods at an increasing rate throughout the century 
while the Ottoman elite, who have much higher purchasing power, do not change their 
accumulation pattern during the same time. Figure 4 demonstrates this finding.59 The 
graph indicates that Ottoman elites always had a higher probability of having Western 
goods but the propensity of subjects rose throughout the century, whereas that of the elites 
stayed the same. 


Historical Evidence 

The current historical information on the penetration of Western goods into Ottoman 
society is suggestive but not systematic. Western goods often penetrated Ottoman society, 
especially at the upper echelons. Among many examples,>! the diary of Thomas Dallam 


from the period 1599—1600 narrates how he played “an organ that was in the sultan's 
palace for him, with his pages in attendance" (1893: 69-71). The eighteenth-century 
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Figure 4. Estimated Probability of an Ottoman Inheritance Register Containing Western Goods. 
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chives of the Office of Islamic Religious Opinion Drawn by the Municipal Inheritance Partitioner].) 
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chronicles of Ottomans and foreign residents and Western travelers’ accounts broadly 
outline Western diffusion as they focus on the upper echelons of Ottoman society, the 
sultan, and top households of the empire. The projected image is one of escalating Western 
goods consumption at the elite level. Casual documentation from Ottoman archives also 
tends to support this image. 

Historical chronicles and travelers’ accounts provide the following depiction of 
Western goods in Ottoman society. Gift exchange emerges as the most recurrent medium 
within which Western goods occur. These goods were often given as gifts to the sultan by 
Western embassies, such as those presented by the Venetian bailo?? as well as the French 
and English ambassadors.5? The sultan's officials received some of these Western trade 
goods as gifts as well.54 Western embassies also facilitated the use of these trade goods by 
actively displaying them at their embassies.55 The European residents in Constantinople 
facilitated and maintained Western goods diffusion even more in the nineteenth century as 
their numbers doubled. These exposures to the West through foreign residents helped 
generate an image of the West, an image that slowly expanded from Western goods to 
Western entertainment to customs to military institutions. The Ottoman minorities, by 
virtue of being socially associated with and employed by the European embassies, were 
the first Ottoman social group to consume Western goods and imitate a Western style of 
life.56 They associated with the large group of European residents and with a sizable 
proportion of the military advisors among them.57 The overall impression one gets from 
this depiction of Western good usage is that it was common among the upper echelons of 
Ottoman society and also present, to a certain degree, among the minorities. Yet the depth 
or breadth of this impact is not at all specified. 

The conventional use of the primary sources, comprising those eighteenth- and 
nineteenth-century state and municipal archives in Constantinople, often supports this 
generalization. According to these sources, Western goods usage among the Ottoman 
elites seem to escalate during the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. We observe that 
Western goods consumption first penetrated the Ottoman ports and urban centers and did 
not fully diffuse into the inland domestic markets until the late nineteenth century, when, 
as a consequence of the industrial revolution, English textiles flooded world markets.58 
Eighteenth-century Ottoman archival sources portray a large accumulation of luxury 
goods of both domestic and foreign origin from either Asia or Europe. The 1730 confis- 
cated inheritance register (D2211) of Mehmed Kethüda, the steward of the grand vezir, 
for instance, contained, in addition to such bejeweled valuable goods as silver and gold 
belts, arms, watches, and a French table clock, thousands of pieces of cloth from India, 
Persia, Damascus, France, and Poland. Similarly, the register of a tax-farmer, Ahmed 
Agha, in 1755 (A170/102), the Ottoman grand admiral Gazi Hasan Pasha in 1780 
(D9964), and the sultan’s sword-bearer5? in 1789 (MM9719/113—18) also included hun- 
dreds of valuable Western goods, ranging from books, eyeglasses, and watches to bejew- 
eled boxes, daggers, clocks, boxes containing glassware or a tea set from Saxony, tele- 
scopes, chocolate boxes, jewelry, French trays, shawls, and walnut chairs. Archival 
documents also depict how these goods circulated in Ottoman society through confisca- 
tions or purchases. Many confiscated estates included imperial orders to transport the 
valuable goods to the sultan's palace,9? to auction the rest, and to send the cash revenue 
to the Ottoman mint. In some archival documents, there is evidence that the confiscated 
goods were auctioned at “the sultan’s market” {sultan pazarı) within the palace,®! with 
members of the palace and office-households in Constantinople purchasing the goods®2 
and thus increasing the circulation of the confiscated goods. Among these purchased 
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goods, many foreign ones of Western and Eastern origin were often listed, such as 
Indian robes, Frankish maps, Frankish books, English pistols, binoculars, flatware from 
Saxony and Venice, and Parisian watches. Ottoman chronicles demonstrate how the 
sultan practiced giving the confiscated valuable goods in his treasury as gifts to officials 
with new appointments. Archival documents thus demonstrate the presence and circula- 
tion of Western goods at the capital. As for the Ottoman provinces, Ottoman inheritance 
and expense registers indicate that office-households facilitated the circulation of West- 
ern goods in that context. Officials often took many of these goods with them when they 
left the capital for their appointment. Once there, they continued purchasing such goods 
from Constantinople by periodically sending their stewards to Constantinople with lists 
of such items for their own use, for their household members, or as gifts to provincial 
notables.63 Many scholars6^ have also utilized these registers to highlight different di- 
mensions of Ottoman social life, such as the social position of women and minorities 
and commercial and legal practices. 


Sociological Operationalization 


How generalizable is this portrayal of Westernization to Ottoman society at large? Is the 
portrayal that emerges highly selective, or do Western goods uniformly penetrate from 
the upper echelons to the rest of society? This, at least, tends to be the null hypothesis 
one can formulate from the existing evidence: the wealthy Ottoman elite, who have more 
capital than the rest of society, would accumulate more Western goods at a higher rate than 
the rest of society throughout the century. A random sample of Ottoman inheritance 
registers— where such inventories of goods of Western origin were present — was selected 
to test the spread of Western goods across Ottoman social groups through time. 

Why use inheritance registers? Inheritance registers®> contain inventories of the 
wealth owned by individuals. The most significant contribution of inheritance registers to 
historical analysis is the information they provide on the lives of ordinary people.96 The 
significance of inheritance registers for sociological analysis centers on the social spec- 
trum they cover. By providing information on the underclasses, these registers disclose the 
entire social structure and facilitate the analysis of all social groups in a society. By 
documenting and distinguishing the goods that penetrate and circulate in society through 
time, they document social diffusion. Inheritance registers also highlight the social and 
economic reproduction of society as they identify the social stratification pattern and its 
continuity through generations.97 Yet, a word of caution is necessary here: in and of 
themselves, inheritance registers do not have any explanatory power unless they are 
randomly sampled and interpreted within a theoretical context. Methodologically, these 
registers only permit inferences into the accumulation pattern of individuals and do not 
directly reflect consumption patterns. 


Historical Contextualization 


Ottoman inheritance registers can be used as the unit of historical sociological analysis 
only after their historical contextualization, that is, their social, spatial, and temporal 
location within Ottoman society. The origins of these inheritance registers can be traced to 
the Islamic law of inheritance, which mainly consists of the rules laid down in the 
Qur'an,5? the prescriptions of the Prophet in his teachings, and the pre-Islamic customs 
prevailing among the Arab tribes near Mecca and Medina (Chowdhury 1964; Coulson 
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1971). One particular section among the Qur'anic verses lays out the basic rules of 
inheritance where the exact shares of the heirs are specified in detail. 


Allah charges you concerning your children: to the male the equivalent of the portion 
of two females, and if there be women more than two, then theirs is two-thirds of the 
inheritance, and if there be one only, then the half. And to his parents a sixth of the 
inheritance, if he has a son; if he does not have a son and his parents are his heirs, then 
to his mother appertains one-third; and if he has brothers, then to his mother appertains 
one-sixth, after any legacy he may have bequeathed, or debt has been paid... . And 
unto you belongs a half of that which your wives leave, if they have no child; but if 
they have a child then unto you one-fourth of which they leave, after any legacy they 
may have bequeathed or debt has been paid. And unto them belongs one-fourth of that 
which you leave if you have no child, but if you have a child then one-eighth of that 
which you leave, after legacy or debt. And if a man or a woman has a distant heir, 
having left neither parent nor child, and he or she has a brother or a sister only on the 
mother's side, then to each of the brother and sister one-sixth, and if they are more than 
two, then they shall be shares in the third, after any legacy or debt—not injuring the 
heirs by willing away more than a third of the heritage has been paid. (Nisa IV: 11—12) 


Hence, the Qur'an specifies the exact share of each heir as the heirs move from closer to 
more distant kin. Women inherit one-half of men, and this rule is used to determine shares 
of distant relatives. The wills the deceased could make before death are limited, and these 
wills could not exceed one-third of the inheritance value.9? Three groups are protected in 
partitioning an inheritance—orphans, minors, and women. The Qur'an prescribes that one 
should refrain from misusing the shares of orphans who cannot look after their own 
interests?? and requires that women’s shares should be given to them, in addition to their 
marriage portions.” ! 

In the application of these maxims, as prescribed, first the costs of the funeral and 
then the debts of the deceased were paid out of the estate. If debts equaled or exceeded the 
assets of the estate, the assets were distributed among the creditors in proportion to their 
claims. The remainder was then divided among the legal heirs in proportion to the shares 
specified in the Qur'an. One particular characteristic of the Qur'an was its nonrecognition 
of juristic persons, hence there was in theory no institution as heir in an inheritance; one 
could, however, establish a religious foundation.?? The Ottomans accepted the Hanefite 
school of interpretation of the Qur'anic prescriptions and used Ibrahim al-Halebi's Miil- 
teka al-abhur as the source book in applying the Islamic law of inheritance. Ottoman 
practice closely followed the general principles laid down by the law, with some practical 
qualifications.7? The Ottoman inheritance registers were thus inventories of all the mov- 
able and immovable property and goods, receipts, debts, and wills of the deceased. These 
registers were structured by the Islamic law of inheritance, maintained by the sultan, and 
administered by the sultan's deputies. After the payment of debts and the execution of 
wills, the inheritance was divided in accordance with the shares prescribed by the Qur'an. 
A judge (kadi)7* at the religious court drew up and executed the inheritance.?5 The judge 
could only intervene in an inheritance distribution under certain circumstances, mainly to 
protect the shares of orphans or missing heirs, to adjudicate if there were any disputes on 
the distribution, to settle complex debt or credit transactions, or to referee upon the request 
of concerned parties (Barkan 1966: 2). 

An Ottoman inheritance register? commenced with a heading containing the name 
of the deceased, his father's name, often his occupation and honorific title, the place where 
he died, the place where he resided in his lifetime, the names and relations of all heirs, and 
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the date the inheritance was drawn up and executed. The second section of the register 
contained an inventory of all the goods and property and credits owned by the deceased, 
including their descriptions, quantities, and values. The third section listed all that was 
subtracted from the total inheritance value: burial costs, debts of the deceased, court 
duties, wills of the deceased. The final section indicated the distribution of the remaining 
inheritance value among the heirs; all the heirs and their respective shares were registered 
separately.?? The inheritances of different Ottoman social groups exhibited different char- 
acteristics. The inheritance of a Janissary (HH14109A) belonged to his heirs. If there were 
no heirs, the inheritance reverted to the chest of the Janissary corps; in return for the 
privilege of retaining such unclaimed inheritances, the head of the Janissaries paid a 
specific yearly amount to the sultan's treasury.7? Merchant inheritances with no heirs 
belonged to the sultan’s treasury (MM10169/125) only if the amount of the inheritance 
was above 10,000 aspers. If it were below this amount, the inheritance reverted to the 
treasurer of the customs house (MM10386/326). Although Ottoman religious minorities 
had the right to settle their judicial affairs communally in adherence to their own religion, 
the inheritance registers drawn up at the Islamic court contained many inheritance cases of 
religious minorities (for example, B27/31, 39). 

The legal organization for the inheritance execution reflected the Ottoman strati- 
fication between officials and subjects, as separate judges oversaw the sultan's officials 
and his subjects. Ottoman officials had their own “military” (askeri) judges as opposed 
to the subjects, who had “local” (beledi) judges. Military judges’? did not reside in each 
judicial district as the local ones did,8° but resided in Constantinople and heard cases at 
the sultan's palace on Tuesdays and Wednesdays and at their residences the rest of the 
week. The execution of the inheritance was alike for both the officials and populace, 
however: the judges had inheritance partitioners in each court execute and register the 
inheritance. The inheritance partitioner recorded the total number goods in the inheri- 
tance into this register, and the experts then appraised the value of each good and en- 
tered this figure next to the description and quantity of goods. After the subtraction of 
court duties?! and burial costs, the partitioner divided the total amount among the heirs 
in accordance with Islamic law. The inheritance execution revealed many abuses on the 
part of judges and local and military inheritance partitioners. A series of imperial de- 
crees throughout the eighteenth century specified these abuses while delineating the 
punishments for each one. An imperial correspondence in 1801 (CA173), for example, 
ordered judges not to interfere with inheritances unless specifically asked to do so by the 
concerned parties and not to demand inheritance duties of more than twenty-five per 
thousand. A 1609 imperial decree (Mühimme 78/899) reprimanded judges for breaking 
the rules of inheritance.82 The most severe eighteenth-century conflict over inheritance 
distribution originated in the shifting boundaries between Ottoman officials and sub- 
jects.83 As more Janissaries engaged in trade and more subjects became officials through 
joining the office-households, the distinctions between subjects and officials eroded. 
This made the conflicts between local and military judges over the execution of inheri- 
tances more severe. The judges argued about the legal status of the deceased as one 
claimed he was a subject and the other said he was an official. Both wanted to execute 
the inheritance and get the duty. 

Ottoman inheritance registers exist in vast numbers for all segments of the population 
throughout the Ottoman empire. How then to sample among these? Since we are con- 
cerned with three dimensions of Westernization, namely goods, institutions, and ideas, and 
since we conjecture that empires within which these spread were centrally organized, we 
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focus on the capital of the Ottoman empire, Constantinople, the three archives within 
which comprise the entire spectrum of Ottoman inheritance registers. 


Sampling 


The empirical study operationalizes eighteenth-century Ottoman Westernization and so- 
cial change as the pattern of Western goods diffusion into Ottoman society through 124 
Ottoman inheritance registers drawn up between 1705 and 1809. These registers came 
from three separate samples representing three Ottoman social groups: top-level adminis- 
trators, the military, and the populace. The sample of Ottoman administrators originated 
from among the registers of top-level Ottoman officials and others that were confiscated 
by the sultan. The sample of the Ottoman military came from the registers of the military 
inheritance partitioner for Constantinople, who was under the jurisdiction of the military 
judge of Rumelia. The sample of the Ottoman populace was drawn from the court 
registers of the inheritance partitioner for the district of Constantinople proper. These three 
random samples were selected in a similar manner.8^ Of the sample of thirty-four registers 
from the populace, half were religious minorities and three-quarters women. The sample 
of thirty-seven military members was made up mostly of men richer than those in the 
populace. The sample of fifty-three top-level Ottoman administrators was drawn from 
among registers confiscated by the sultan.85 The main assumption in this analysis was that 
these samples approximated the characteristics of the eighteenth-century Ottoman social 
groups. The confiscated registers gathered at the capital represented the registers of 
Ottoman officials and provincial notables, the military inheritance registers corresponded 
to those of members of the Ottoman office- and provincial households, and the inheritance 
registers of the populace of Constantinople translated to those of the subjects. 

Using the sample of inheritance registers in such a social scientific manner does have 
certain limitations, however. First, the sample population: The inheritance registers were 
drawn only upon the request of the heirs or upon the rise of other complications, and they 
therefore did not include those inheritances that were distributed without judiciary assis- 
tance and probably those inheritances where the deceased was too poor to need any 
apportioning. The sample population is therefore biased toward large and complicated 
inheritances and does not cover the target population of all the deceased in eighteenth- 
century Ottoman society. Since the eighteenth-century population of the Ottoman empire 
is not known, it is altogether difficult to estimate the target population as well. The sample 
of subjects is drawn from the registers in Constantinople and may therefore exhibit special 
characteristics that may not be generalizable to other cities or to rural areas. The capital 
may contain more wealth and social variation than other Ottoman cities and provinces. 

Second, the nature of the inheritance registers: The inheritance registers are often 
incomplete. All the information about them is sometimes spread out under separate entries 
within one or more registers.8© Even if all the entries of the register were gathered together, 
the information contained may nevertheless be incomplete (Barkan 1966: 74—78) where 
the registers of those who died while traveling, such as merchants, pilgrims, or soldiers on 
campaigns, might not have reflected their total wealth. Even if the inheritance registers 
were complete, the inheritance register reflected only the wealth of the deceased upon 
death and did not indicate the changing wealth composition of the deceased during 
different periods of his life.8? Some individuals might have given their wealth away before 
death through gifts, donations, endorsements, and false debt avowals to favored heirs. The 
slaves freed upon the death of the owner, agricultural land, and properties leased out to the 
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deceased by religious endowments are also not included in the registers. Perishable goods 
are not recorded in the registers either, except for staples such as wheat, barley, olive oil, 
and the produce from farms in the possession of the deceased. There were other complica- 
tions that emerged after the death as well. The heirs or other persons close to the deceased 
often hid or stole the goods of the deceased, thereby obfuscating the complete wealth. The 
wealth of the spouse88 was also not included, making it impossible to generalize about the 
family of the deceased. In addition, inheritance partitioners often tended to make inflated 
assessments of the inheritance to procure a higher duty for themselves, thus problematiz- 
ing the comparative use of the total value of the inheritance. In spite of these problems, 
however, the inheritance registers are the best historical source available to study Ottoman 
social transformation: they certainly contain more information about Ottoman society than 
the official state correspondence for and by the administrators or the traveler accounts for 
and by Westerners. 


Empirical Analysis 


The empirical analysis undertaken here attempted to link the diffusion8? of Western goods 
with Ottoman social structure and the historical context. It specifically drew a sample 
from three separate groups to capture the variation across social groups and from 1705 to 
1809 to capture the variation across time. The two hypotheses tested were that (1) the 
Ottoman propensity to accumulate Western goods would increase throughout the century 
for all social groups, and (2) this accumulation would be the highest among the social 
group that had the most wealth, namely, Ottoman officials, and then decline consequently 
from the military to the populace. 

The analysis employed logistic regression?? because the dependent variable, com- 
prising the proportion of inheritances containing Western goods, was bound by zero and 
one. The individual inheritance register was the unit of analysis, categorized as either 
having or not having Western goods. The logistic regression tested the probability of 
individuals having Western goods depending on their social group, year, and the interac- 
tion between social group and year.?! The regression equation was fitted to the data to 
create the graph of estimated probability of owning Western goods. Social group, year, 
and the interaction between social group and year were the predictor variables in calculat- 
ing the probability of inheritance registers containing Western goods. 

The first regression, with the three different social groups of the top-level officials, 
the military, and the populace, showed that the difference between the slopes for the top- 
level officials and the military over the course of the century is not statistically significant. 
In other words, the inheritance registers of top-level officials and the military did not 
indicate different Western-goods accumulation propensities. This result supported only 
half of the second hypothesis, that top-level officials and military did indeed have a higher 
propensity to acquire Western goods than the populace. Yet, there was no significant 
difference between the propensities of the top-level officials and the military to acquire 
Western goods. This part of the hypothesis did not hold. Since there was no statistically 
significant difference between the propensities of top-level officials and the military, the 
analysis combined these two into one group and termed them the "Elite." Over the course 
of the eighteenth century, the slope for the elite (— 1.458) was indeed significantly differ- 
ent from that of the "Subjects" (the populace). There was no significant change (.012880) 
when the interaction between year and social group was added on.?? Hence, the graph did 
not support the first hypothesis that the Ottoman propensity to accumulate Western goods 
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would increase throughout the century for all social groups. The propensity of the elites 
did not change during the eighteenth century; only that of the subjects did. The graph did 
not support the second hypothesis, that the eighteenth-century Ottoman accumulation of 
Western goods would increase more for the officials than the military and populace. The 
officials and the military did have a higher propensity to accumulate Western goods, but 
this propensity did not change during the eighteenth century. On the contrary, the propen- 
sity of the populace was higher than that of the elite. 

Out of the 124 inheritances, only 59 contained Western goods.?? When these 59 were 
analyzed in more detail, variations emerged across social groups and across time. The 
proportion of Western goods in the inheritances changed from one social group and one 
time period to another. The accompanying table, constructed from the sampled inheri- 
tances, gives the proportion of Western goods in those inheritances that have Western 
goods. 





Period Administrators Military Populace 
1703-23 .027186 .009424 .028571 
1724—45 .112000 .00 .051282 
1746-66 .077851 .031473 .050612 
1767-87 .048060 .036517 .036429 


1788-1809 050698 039071 057566 


Throughout the eighteenth century, the proportion of Western goods increased for mem- 
bers of all social groups who already possessed Western goods. The top-level administra- 
tors had the highest proportion of Western goods in the mid-eighteenth century; the 
populace reached that proportion at the end of the century. The Western-goods proportions 
among the military increased slowly but steadily after the first half of the eighteenth 
century. The difference in Western-goods proportions among the three social groups who 
had Western goods decreased by the end of the eighteenth century. 

The proportional value of Western goods within inheritances also changed across 
time and social groups.?^ The ratio of value of Western goods to the total value increased 
through the eighteenth century and reached a peak at the end of the century. The accom- 
panying table presents the median proportions (expressed in percent) of Western-goods 
value to total-goods value (for those inheritances that possessed Western goods with 
values) throughout the eighteenth century. 


1703—23 0.45 
1724—45 0.58 
1746—66 1.61 
1767—87 0.70 


1788-1809 3.39 


The top-level administrators had more valuable Western goods than did the other two 
groups. Among those who had values recorded for Western goods, the median proportion of 
the value of administrators was 3.24 percent. The proportions were lower for the military 
(1.61 percent) and still lower for the populace (0.58 percent). The overall median proportion 
of the total value in Western goods was closer to that of the military — 1.63 percent. 
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The registers also provide us with an image of what these Western goods actually 
were and how the Ottomans termed and recorded them; they contained goods described as 
“Frankish map," “English pistol," “yellow Venetian satin cloth," “gold Markobi alarm 
clock (çalar saat)," “silver Merkobid watch (saat)," “glass-stand which contains glass- 
ware,” “Frankish carved wooden drawer and spoons,” “infidel chair with padded cloth,” 
“Saxonian white bowl with lid," and “Venetian eyeglass with case." In terms of the 
frequency with which each good appears in these registers, the analysis reveals that clocks 
and watches were the most popular Western goods, followed by pistols and muskets, 
textiles, chairs, binoculars and telescopes, glassware and flatware, mirrors, chests and 
drawers, eyeglasses, beds, books and maps, and miscellaneous items such as parrots. The 
analysis of Western goods with values revealed significant differences in accumulation 
patterns across Western good type. In particular, the values of Western pistols and mus- 
kets, glassware and flatware had a big spread, probably because there were local equiva- 
lents of these available. The values of watches, textiles, and binoculars were mostly 
around 10,000 aspers. The range was nevertheless spread out for watches and binoculars, 
whereas textiles seemed to remain a luxury item in the eighteenth century, when the prices 
of watches and binoculars were reduced due to mass production but the price of textiles 
was still high.?5 Mirrors and chairs, which usually had values less than 1,000 aspers, did 
not seem to be luxury items. 

The numerical distribution of these Western goods in eighteenth-century inheritance 
registers was as follows: 


39 46 


Clocks and watches 147 
Pistols and muskets 76 
Textiles 62 
Chairs 57 
Binoculars and telescopes 39 
Glassware and flatware 38 
Mirrors 33 
Chests and drawers 21 
Eyeglasses 12 
Beds 5 
Books and maps 5 
Miscellaneous goods 5 

TOTAL 500 


Of the 147 watches in the sample, the registers recorded the values of 67 of them, the 
highest value being 46,050 aspers, where the watch was often studded with precious 
stones, and the lowest 70, often referring to a broken or incomplete watch. The median 
value was 6,150, the mean 9,822, and the distribution of the value of the watches was 
skewed with many watches (50/67) below 10,000. Of the 76 pistols and muskets in the 
sample, 40 had recorded values, the highest value being 30,000 aspers, often inlaid with 
silver and gold and studded with precious stones, and the lowest 240 aspers. The median 
value was 3,175 and the mean 5,836, with an even distribution among administrators and 
the military, with the former owning more valuable pistols and muskets than the latter. The 
populace, forbidden from owning and carrying firearms by imperial decree, did not have 
any such item listed. Of the 62 Western textiles in the sample, the values of 18 were 
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recorded and the highest value was 92,400, often referring to gold or silver French 
brocade, and the lowest 200 aspers. The median value was 9,850 and the mean 16,273— 
hence textiles indeed varied in value. The distribution revealed a large difference between 
the military and the administrators, where the populace still did not own any Western 
textiles. Textiles seemed to be a luxury item with a skewed distribution among social 
groups, as the values of textiles owned by administrators were twice those of the military. 
Of the 57 chairs in the sample, 29 had recorded values. Since the Ottomans used sofas and 
cushions until the eighteenth century, chairs were indeed a newly introduced item. The 
highest value of the chair was 13,200 for chairs that were often gilded and padded with 
valuable cloth, and the lowest 5 aspers. The median value was 150 and the mean 899, thus 
chairs also varied in value but were not very expensive. The value distribution revealed 
the value of most chairs (28/29) to be below 1,000 aspers. The values of chairs owned by 
the populace, although less, were more evenly spread than the other two groups. The 
registers recorded the values of 17 of the 39 telescopes and binoculars in the sample, the 
highest value being 31,100 and the lowest 100 aspers. With a median value of 1,200 and a 
mean of 7,579, the value range was very large. The distribution among the administrators 
and the military was even, and the populace did not own any of these goods. Top-level 
administrators again had binoculars and telescopes that were more valuable than those of 
the military, and the populace did not own any, as they probably had no need for these 
instruments, which were often associated with warfare. Glassware and flatware also had a 
wide spread in value, where out of the 38, the values of 16 were recorded. The highest was 
valued at 12,050 aspers, the lowest at 240. The mean value of 4,167 and the median value 
of 3,550 were close to each other. The administrators again owned more valuable glass- 
ware and flatware, often from Saxony or France, and the military more plain white 
flatware from Germany. Of the 33 mirrors in the sample, 13 had recorded values, the 
highest value being 6,050 aspers and the lowest 60. The mean value was 1,157 and the 
median 340. The value distribution revealed most (11/14) mirrors to be below 1,000 in 
value. The administrators again owned more valuable items than the military. Out of 21 
items of furniture, the values of 8 were recorded, the mean being 4,122 and the median 
2,745 aspers. The value of the furniture also ranged from the lowest at 120 to the highest at 
14,050 aspers. The populace did not own any of this Western furniture, and the administra- 
tors' were valued at a mean of 5,285 and a median of 2,745. Military groups' had the same 
mean and median, 635 aspers. Out of 12 eyeglasses in the sample, the value of 3 were 
recorded, and 2 of these, worth 750 and 960 aspers, belonged to members of the military 
group and 1, valued at 300, to an administrator. Out of 5 “Frankish printed" books in the 
sample, the value of 4 were indicated as 300, 2,400, 16,000, and 18,050 aspers. A member 
of the military group again owned the cheapest one and the others belonged to the 
administrators. Out of the 5 Western beds, the value of 4 were again recorded as 80, 120, 
300, and 360 aspers; 2 belonged to members of the military (80 and 360), and 2 to 
populace (120 and 300). 

In summary, our empirical analysis of Western-goods accumulation by different 
Ottoman social groups challenged the existing studies, which assumed Western-goods 
penetration to be homogenous, continuous, and introduced from above. Yet the empirical 
analysis demonstrated that this was an overgeneralization: different Ottoman social groups 
had different propensities to possess Western goods throughout the eighteenth century, 
and this propensity increased for the group least expected for lack of resources: the 
populace. This finding provides additional proof to our contention on the rise of the 
Ottoman commercial bourgeoisie during this period. 


108 Rise of the Bourgeoisie, Demise of Empire 


Rise of the Ottoman Commercial Bourgeoisie 


In the Ottoman context, those accumulating primarily social resources outside the control 
of the Ottoman sultan formed the basis of the Ottoman bureaucratic bourgeoisie, and those 
similarly aggregating economic resources outside the sultan's control constituted the 
foundation of the Ottoman commercial bourgeoisie. Since these conceptions of the bour- 
geoisie as a social class are themselves socially constructed, it is necessary to undertake a 
critical examination of the emergence of the notion of the commercial bourgeoisie and the 
multiplicity of meanings it acquired across societies over time. Only then can one make an 
adequate assessment of the social boundaries of the Ottoman commercial bourgeoisie and 
its definition in terms of its capacity for resource accumulation and reproduction outside 
the existing social structure. The analysis of the formation of the Ottoman commercial 
bourgeoisie thus warrants a historical examination of the emergence of the concept of the 
bourgeoisie and a subsequent empirical contextualization of the concept in eighteenth- and 
nineteenth-century Ottoman social change. 

The origins of the bourgeoisie?6 can be traced to the French revolution and that of a 
commercial bourgeoisie in particular to the concomitant emergence of industrialization and 
Western commercial expansion. It was the dissolution of guild regulations that controlled 
labor and production (Aminzade 1981: 2) and the emergence of absolute individual property 
by the Civil Code of 1804 (Sewell 1980: 114—15; 1979: 48) that marked the origins of the 
bourgeois class based on the concepts of free wage labor and private property.?7 The 
concomitant change in the meaning structures surrounding the concept of work formed, in 
turn, the foundation stone of the new bourgeois order (Joyce 1980, 1987; Kaplan and Koepp 
1986; Roseberry 1989: 34). Work, which had historically been conceptualized as a social 
stigma, was now exalted as an essential foundation of human happiness, the lack of which 
indicated moral degradation (Sewell 1980: 64—65, 226). This moral dimension provided the 
new conception of social action with the capacity to bind or unbind social groups into 
classes. Among social groups in Western Europe, the community of craftspeople had the 
potential to be mobilized into collective social action that envisioned a voluntary association 
of productive?8 citizens (Sewell 1980: 144; Calhoun 1982: 176). It was the bourgeoisie who 
provided the leadership for this voluntary association of citizen workers,?? differentiating 
themselves as a class through their level of income and the way in which it was acquired 
(Aminzade 1981: 25-28). Among the factors that could induce bourgeois hegemony in 
Europe, the French ideology of liberty, equality, and fraternity, significant especially in 
terms of the concept of nationalism, which contained within it the “imagined” elements that 
guaranteed this ideology, led to the concomitant emergence of Western civic consciousness 
(Aminzade 1981: 269—79). This consciousness not only helped the bourgeoisie hegemonize 
its class position but also pacified the nascent class consciousness of the workers as it turned 
them into citizens. The social reproduction of the bourgeoisie occurred as it married and 
thus integrated into the gentry; soon, big business and civic leadership! started to go hand 
in hand (Rogers 1979: 437). 

Yet the crucial assumption!?! in this conception of the Western historical experience 
of the bourgeoisie was an element of ethnic, racial, and religious homogeneity that often 
did not hold in other contexts.!°2 What happened when the “social” homogeneity assump- 
tion in class formation did not hold? One of the insights into this consequences of such a 
scenario can be found in a footnote in Hobsbawm’s analysis, where he acknowledges that 
"where such a stratum consisted of foreigners or strangers, its relation to the indigenous 
social structure was much more complicated, as the nineteenth century Jews discovered in 
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Central and Eastern Europe." (1989: 23, note 29). It is on this aside that we can start to 
theoretically construct the foundations of the Ottoman commercial bourgeoisie as a class. 
Indeed, one can argue that the Ottoman case was structurally similar to the Central and 
Eastern European one in that the Ottoman merchant group contained a relatively large 
contingent of “nonhomogeneous” ethno-religious minorities Ottoman Greeks, Armeni- 
ans, and Jews. In addition, like the Central and Eastern European Jews, this group was the 
first to experience the initial impact of the emerging economic transformation from 
without. Hence, it was the external!0? impact of changing commercial ties with the West 
that formed the impetus for the emergence of this social class. Due to the social and 
religious constraints placed upon them by Ottoman society, however, the minorities 
failed!04 to convert these economic resources into social power with which to challenge 
the control of the sultan. How this divide operated can best be understood through 
analyzing the effects of ethnicity on class formation (Parkin 1974, 1979), a stand that 
extends beyond the tendency to analyze class relations within an assumed cultural and 
ethnic homogeneity. According to this conception, communal minorities!95 play a pivotal 
role in class formation through the processes of closure that surrounds them to enact 
decisions based on tradition rather than the newly emerging market rationality, which 
presumably treats all labor as equal. 

If we extend this argument to the Ottoman case, we indeed observe that the Ottoman 
minorities, in defining their social location, turned not to Ottoman society at large but 
instead to their own communities and often employed education to articulate this new 
definition. The new minority schools that formed were significant in creating an imagined 
cultural homogenization. In the case of the Ottoman Greek community, for instance, this 
new sense of identity stated that "every youngster was responsible to two distinct authori- 
ties: his family and the nation (ethnos) that ‘embraced’ him, which was conceived of as 
the totality of those of the *same race' (omogeneis), past, present, and future, who were 
conscious of their rights and responsibilities" (Augustinos 1992: 169). It is significant that 
this formulation omitted the role of the church and the minority community that was 
defined by religion. Indeed, this new conception allowed for new loyalties to develop to 
the abstract notion of the "nation" as defined by the new leaders in contradistinction to the 
former conceptions developed by the church and its communal leaders. The Ottoman 
Greek consciousness of this new identity enabled the formation and mobilization of 
independence movements among the Ottoman minorities. Some of these movements, such 
as those of the Greeks, were successful, while others, such as those of the Armenians, 
failed; the Ottoman Muslims also started selecting options of their own. As trade with the 
West provided Ottoman minorities with economic and educational resources, the commu- 
nal boundaries of who comprised the Ottoman bourgeoisie became more articulate and 
often started to include an imagined "ethnic" component that was often fostered by 
educational institutions. By the early twentieth century, when public debate developed 
around who comprised the Ottoman bourgeoisie, the ethnic category of Turkish quickly 
became identified with it. As an Ottoman Muslim thinker stated: 


(T]here was almost no Turkish bourgeoisie during the Ottoman reign. Similar to the 
situation in the Polish Kingdom, imprisoned elements comprised the Ottoman Turkish 
bourgeoisie. The Ottomans were only soldiers or officials. Yet the bourgeoisie forms 
the foundation for our contemporary states; the large modern states have all relied on 
an artisanal, commercial and banking bourgeoisie in their formation. The Turkish 
national renaissance can be the honorable ground for the genesis of the Turkish bour- 
geoisie within the Ottoman state. (Akçura 1911: 102-3) 
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These attempts by the early twentieth century to form a national bourgeoisie highlight the 
direction in which the nascent commercial bourgeoisie developed in the Ottoman empire. 
Indeed, the early years of World War I were replete with state attempts to create a national 
market as it tried, through cooperatives, to transfer commerce from the minority to 
Muslim-Turkish elements, thereby attempting to form a "surrogate bourgeoisie" (Toprak 
1982: 21; Keyder 1988: 196). The promotion of Muslim merchants and businessmen 
ensued, and the neutralization of the Ottoman minorities was completed in 1924, in less 
than a decade. 

The gradual transformation in social consciousness from Ottoman minority status to 
a bourgeois consciousness occurred through the changing nature of the interaction be- 
tween the Ottoman Muslims and minorities. The objective conditions of nineteenth- 
century trade with the West and the privileges the Ottoman minorities acquired through 
their involvement in this trade led to the emergence of this consciousness. The French 
domination of Ottoman trade ended in the early nineteenth century with Napoleon's 
invasion of Egypt, whereupon the British once more became the dominant trade part- 
ner.106 Another treaty preceded the French one in 1838, which this time was between the 
Ottoman empire and the English. This trade treaty has often been regarded by many 
Ottoman thinkers!?7 as the cause of the collapse of the Ottoman economy.!03 As the 
figures above indicate, it certainly did expand English domination over the Ottoman 
trade.!0? The Habsburg influence also started to increase during the same time period, !!9 
when the Germans identified and targeted the Middle East as a potential market for their 
industrial goods. The period of expansion of foreign trade under the English and the 
Germans also produced external borrowing and financial dependence, eventually cul- 
minating in a period of stagnation and European financial control. 

During the nineteenth century, in addition to investing through the Ottoman minor- 
ities, the West started to get involved first in the organization and running of indigenous 
Ottoman industries and then in procuring the necessary infrastructure for their mainte- 
nance. The roots of this involvement can be traced back to the 1854 Crimean war, which 
immensely strained Ottoman financial resources. France and England advocated the Otto- 
man state seek financing for the war from European markets. Between 1854 and 1881, a 
period of twenty-seven years, fifteen loan agreements were signed between the Ottoman 
state and the European banks where the sale value of the bonds ranged between 32 and 98 
percent (Eldem 1970: 260). Another source of finance for the Ottoman state was borrow- 
ing vast amounts from an indigenous source, the newly emerging Ottoman minorities,! ! ! 
also known as the “Galata bankers." This group materialized through arbitrage, that is, the 
manipulation of the rates of exchange of various currencies circulating in the empire—a 
condition that emerged due to the Ottoman lack of standardization of exchange values. As 
these minorities amassed huge wealth, they first started to advance payment on the salaries 
of Ottoman officials, engage in tax-farming, and discount treasury bills. They then pro- 
ceeded to lend money to the Ottoman state and established banks!!? to do so. When the 
concomitant debts of the Ottoman state to these minorities exceeded 8.72 million Ottoman 
piasters, the Administration of "Six Charges" (rüsum-u sitte) was established to organize a 
payment plan. This administration drew directly upon the significant tax revenues of the 
empire, such as the fishing taxes of Constantinople, the salt and tobacco monopolies, and 
the silk production taxes accruing from some Ottoman provinces, to pay back the vast 
state debts to the minority bankers (Eldem 1970: 262). 

This economic-administrative arrangement with minority bankers served as a model 
for the Ottoman Public Debt Administration, which was established in 1881 to repay the 
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more than two million French franks of Ottoman debts!!? to the West. The Ottoman 
empire, England, France, Germany, Italy, and Austria were the participants in this arrange- 
ment (Eldem 1970: 262; Ortayli 1981: 22). By the second half of the nineteenth century, 
these Ottoman debts to the West were more than half of the regular Ottoman budgetary 
expenditure (Owen 1981: 101). The Ottoman state entered into a cycle of indebtedness as it 
borrowed more money to pay its debts and, by doing so, gradually reached a point when it 
could barely pay the interest accruing on these debts.!!^ The bankruptcy and the public 
debt administration that ensued also facilitated the economic resurgence of European 
foreign residents and Ottoman minorities who created and manned, at the expense of the 
Ottoman Muslims, the infrastructure of the Public Debt Administration. This administra- 
tion lasted for thirty-six years, from 1882 to 1918, during which period Ottoman state 
revenues accruing from six leading resources—tobacco, stamps, spirits, fisheries, and 
silk—were turned over to them. These revenues increased substantially over the years.!!5 
Gradually, in the name of efficiency, the foreign-sponsored officials started to collect these 
revenues themselves. In 1886, the Public Debt Administration employed a staff of 3040, of 
which 55 were Europeans and the rest Ottoman subjects; by the years 1912~13, the 
number of personnel had increased to over 5500, spread throughout 720 tax collecting 
offices, with foreign residents and Ottoman minorities!!© comprising most of the em- 
ployees (Owen 1981: 194). 

The Ottoman state attempted to counter this Western economic penetration by trying 
to develop an indigenous industry through such policies as establishing state-sponsored 
factories and firms, founding a school of industrial reform in 1867, and having exhibits for 
Ottoman products. These measures were not successful due to the Ottoman inability to 
protect its markets or to match the low production costs of the West. The world market had 
taken its hold, and mass-produced Western goods had already penetrated Ottoman mar- 
kets. Nevertheless, the Ottoman state sustained its intervention in industry. During the 
period 1840—60, it established approximately 160 state-sponsored factories—yet these 
could not be operated due to a lack of skilled workers, a shortage of capital, and the 
continuous Western economic presence. From 1860 to 1876, the Ottoman state therefore 
focused on strengthening indigenous commercial groups (Onsoy 1988: 47). It started a 
fivefold effort to nurture indigenous commercial groups as it assembled companies on the 
model of guilds, standardized and regularized the quality and price of products, increased 
customs duties for the protection of indigenous production, opened schools for business 
and industry, and inaugurated industrial exhibits!!7 to introduce and promote Ottoman 
goods. Although many of these were indeed initiated, very few of them could be sus- 
tained. For instance, firms were established for the guild of jewelers and tanners in 1866, 
for saddlers in 1867, and for textile manufacturers, blacksmiths, and mold casters in 1868. 
The gradation of the guild system was also utilized to establish the curriculum of the 
School for Industry, which was founded in 1868. Similarly, many economic privileges 
were given to entrepreneurs to establish industries (Eldem 1970: 114). The state promul- 
gated a law in 1873 exempting prospective factory founders from taxes and customs 
duties; in 1877 this exemption was extended to building materials. A ten-year tax immu- 
nity was introduced for new plants in 1897. Yet the inadequacy of financing,'!® the lack of 
managerial skills, the inability of artisans to make the transition to the new system, and the 
difficulties in collecting the sales dues from the artisans led to the collapse of these 
endeavors as well (Ónsoy 1988: 95-114). 

The vast gap between Western capital investment in the Ottoman empire and the 
Ottoman state and private investment continued to grow throughout the nineteenth century 
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(Eldem 1970: 114—15). For instance, between 1883-1913, the forty-six companies foun- 
ded with domestic investment!!? had a total capital of 110 million Ottoman piasters. In the 
same period, the total capital of the thirty-nine companies founded through foreign invest- 
ment during the same period extended 1 billion Ottoman piasters—a tenfold differ- 
ence.1?0 Ottoman state industry also remained limited in its investments.!?! Meanwhile, 
Western economic penetration continued incessantly in ever increasing dosages as the 
Europeans, who were first granted rights to carry out retail trade and then to own property 
or acquire a business license in the empire gradually expanded into almost all the sectors 
of the Ottoman economy. The following account of European activities in Western An- 
atolia depicts the pattern of this spread: 


[T]hey established steam operated mills to grind wheat into flour and took part in the 
growing food processing industry of the city. They also set up silk spinning concerns, 
factories for printing muslin and dyeing yarns as well as cotton gin factories. They 
were particularly active in mining and invested heavily in such important infrastruc- 
tural projects as the building of railways and the establishment and running of utilities 
such as gas, while not neglecting such complimentary sectors to their traditional 
trading activities as shipping and insurance. (Frangakis-Syrett 1992: 110-11) 


Indeed, by the end of the nineteenth century, Western economic dominance in the Otto- 
man empire had branched into the spheres of commerce, finance, production, and infra- 
structural construction. Even though the penetration was not uniform, it nevertheless had 
an impact on the Ottoman economy. Ultimately, however, it was the agency of Ottoman 
social groups that structured the nature of Western impact. 

As Western European powers acquired economic and concomitant political power 
over the Ottoman sultan, they started forcing a series of reforms to help the Ottoman 
empire join the ranks of "civilized" countries. Legal equality for all was one mode through 
which the Western powers exercised their domination. The Ottoman reforms!?2 of 1839 
and 1856, both involving imperial decrees guaranteeing equal rights to all subjects, were 
executed at the encouragement of the Western powers. Indeed, one can argue that it was 
the Ottoman Muslim and minority responses!?? to these edicts that helped transform the 
Ottoman minorities into a commercial bourgeoisie. For instance, one of the chroniclers 
and statesmen of the time, Cevdet Pasha, noted how the 1856 reform “was a day of joy for 
the minorities, and a day of sorrow for the Muslims who mourned losing the sacred rights 
they had attained through the blood of their ancestors and forefathers"!?^ (1872: 67—68). 
Similarly, another Ottoman statesmen, Fuad Pasha, argued that the Ottoman state had 
been founded on four principles, the Muslim community, the Turkish state, the Ottoman 
dynasty, and Constantinople as the seat of government. He questioned whether they were 
not demolishing one of these principles by making the minorities equal to the Muslims, 
who had been the dominant nation for centuries (Cevdet Pasha 1872: 85). Still another 
chronicler (Ahmed Lütfi 1885: 6—7) remarked how the Muslims, not the minorities, had 
spilled all their blood, lives, and property for the empire, so the latter would never 
overcome their subordinate status even if the legal system was unified. He was right. The 
issue of legal equality further polarized the Ottoman state and made the Ottoman Mus- 
lims!25 and minorities more aware of their differences. 

This polarization and the redrawing of social boundaries with a new consciousness 
occurred throughout the Ottoman empire. In Mecca "some rallied for a holy war against 
the Turks who they thought had Christianized and Europeanized, others insulted the 
Ottoman governor calling him a Christian, a Jew, and still others wanted to pillage the 
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properties of the ethnic Turks for leaning toward the Christians" (Cevdet Pasha 1872: 
113). In Jiddah, the dispute over flying a Muslim or a British flag on a merchant ship led to 
a Muslim- Christian conflict in which twenty-two Christian merchants were killed along 
with the British and French consuls, leading to the bombardment of the city by the British 
and French fleets (Gülsoy 1991: 451). In Manisa, rumors of an impending attack by 
Muslims on minorities during Easter (1D22739) led the sultan to send a regiment to the 
area. Ottoman Muslim officials in Denizli who prevented minorities from carrying out 
their religious rituals were duly punished (Ayniyat 439: 71), as were those in Nazilli about 
whom the Christians complained for “uttering improper words to them" (Ayniyat 439: 
114). In Varna, rumors circulated that a Greek bishop was killed by Muslims, but an 
examination by two European physicians proved that he had died naturally (1D287/1). In 
Damascus, as some minorities started to dress like Muslims, were rumored to have 
Muslim slaves, and openly held religious processions through the streets, the Muslim 
populace “started to attack them whenever an opportunity arose" (Maoz 1982: 96-97). In 
Maras (Gülsoy 1991: 451—58), Muslim- minority polarization occurred through two inci- 
dents, one over unequal taxation and the other over a commercial credit. According to the 
1856 taxes (Irade 22853/3), the Ottoman minorities had paid 77 piasters per household to 
the Muslims’ payment of 62 piasters per household. When the Muslim officials, rather 
than compensating for this inequality in accordance with the imperial rescript, decreased 
Muslim taxation at the expense of the minorities, so that the Ottoman minorities now paid 
87 per household to the Muslims' 56, there was a great deal of minority resentment. Upon 
hearing the reform edict read out at the governor's mansion, the minorities rejoiced while 
the Muslims protested by shutting down their stores and refusing to fulfill their obligations 
to the state. The governor had to force these stores to be opened up. In the other instance, a 
British merchant and a Muslim artisan had a dispute over 4,000 piasters for military 
provisions that the British merchant claimed he had paid for in full. When the case was 
brought to court, the judge agreed with the merchant, but the deputy prepared a document 
in favor of the artisan. When the merchant swore at the deputy for doing so, the deputy 
gathered a crowd of more than four thousand, stating that the merchant had invalidated the 
laws of Islam and therefore needed to be punished. All marched to the merchant's man- 
Sion, setting it on fire; six demonstrators were killed from the mansion, and the merchant, 
his wife, and his child perished in the fire. The two American missionary families living 
with the merchant were saved, as was one of the merchant's children. The following day 
military troops were sent and all who demonstrated rounded up and imprisoned. The 
Ottoman state returned the pillaged goods and ordered a salary of 500 French francs to be 
paid to the surviving child for life. Hence, throughout the empire, increasing tensions 
between the Muslims and minorities made them more aware of their differences. 
Another factor that facilitated the process of consciousness!2© was population move- 
ments (Goldstone 1991), specifically, migrations. The nineteenth century saw large migra- 
tions of both Muslims and minorities at a historical juncture that was economically and 
militaristically precarious for both parties. The migrations of Ottoman Greek (Augustinos 
1992: 28) and Armenian males (Gógek 1992) comprised the labor migrations from the 
provinces to the Ottoman capital.!?? Similarly, mass migrations!?? of ethnically Turkish 
Muslims occurred from the Balkans and Russia during the second half of the nineteenth 
century (Eryilmaz 1990: 82—83). The impact of these population movements can be 
Observed in relation to the change in the ethno-religious composition of the empire in both 
the capital and the provinces and in the ethnic division of labor that emerged as a 
consequence. The two reference years of 1885 and 1897 for which empirical data exist 
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for both the empire and the capital on the population composition (Eryilmaz 1990: 81, 
107) indicate the following. The overall population composition of the empire changed!29 
from 73.5 percent Muslim and 26.5 minority in 1885 to 74.1 percent Muslim and 25.9 
percent minority in 1897. Hence even though both figures represent an overall change of 
.6 percent in either direction, what is noteworthy was the nature of these population 
movements—almost all!3° the Muslim migrants arrived at the capital, thereby dramat- 
ically changing the population composition of the imperial city. 

The advantaging of the minorities over the Muslims led to a significant social 
polarization within Ottoman society during the nineteenth century. The Ottoman social 
groups that engaged in internal trade, industry and crafts, and professions started to vary 
across religious lines. For instance, according to a 1912 Ottoman yearbook (Issawi 1980: 
13-14), while Ottoman Muslim participation became limited to 15 percent in internal 
trade, 12 percent in industry and crafts, and 14 percent in the professions, the share of 
Ottoman minorities expanded to comprise 66 percent of those engaged in internal trade, 
79 percent in industry and crafts, and 66 percent in the professions.!?! Similarly, the 
European companies involved in establishing Ottoman tobacco monopolies, ports, rail- 
roads, and coal mines in the late nineteenth century privileged Europeans and Ottoman 
minorities for administrative positions. For instance, in the case of the railroad companies 
that were established, although 90 percent of those employed were Ottoman subjects, 
Europeans occupied the highest and most lucrative posts, with Ottoman Christians joining 
them in the middle-level categories, while most Ottoman Muslims were relegated to the 
lowest ranks as manual laborers. The salary scale was also commensurate, foreign workers 
earning twice as much as Ottoman ones, and Ottoman minorities earning more than 
Muslims (Quatert 1983: 79). These pay differences among workers across religious lines 
escalated the antagonisms between the Ottoman minorities and the Muslims. Yet it was 
not only the Western powers that fostered the polarization; the Ottoman sultan Mahmud II 
practiced the same policy in the early nineteenth century in reverse (Ozcan 1991: 363, 
368). When he made visits to mausoleums and mosques or traveled through the lands, his 
cash endowments to subjects were segregated along religious lines; Ottoman Muslims 
each received 51 piasters, while Ottoman Christians and Jews received 31 piasters each. 
Similarly, when he made endowments to educational institutions in the capital, Muslim 
schools received 50,000 piasters, Greek schools 20,000 piasters, and Armenian and Jewish 
schools 7,500 piasters each. Also, in 1845, when the sultan asked representatives from all 
provinces to be sent to the capital for advice, “all members were reimbursed for their 
expenses, the Christians at only half the rate of the Muslims” (Augustinos 1992: 60). 
Hence, the Ottoman differentiation between the Muslims and the minorities from within 
the empire interacted with the Western privileging of the minorities without to further 
polarize Ottoman society. !32 

The Western-style educational institutions of the foreign residents and minorities 
played a significant role in complementing these privileging commercial relations with 
social ones. Since the Ottoman sultan had not placed any restrictions on the interaction 
between minorities and foreign residents, the Ottoman minorities often attended Western- 
style schools established by the foreign residents. Due to expanding trade ties with 
Europe, the children of some Ottoman minority merchants also began receiving their 
education in Europe in increasing numbers. There, they were exposed to Western knowl- 
edge and to the alternate social, economic, and political organization it proposed (Ozkaya 
1983: 226-28, 235). Ottoman Greeks and other Christians had started sending their sons 
to Europe in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries—usually to Italy—to study and train, 
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especially as physicians. Also from the late sixteenth century, the Vatican had established 
colleges for Eastern communities in Rome, which affected the development of the Catho- 
lic Armenians and the Arabic-speaking Maronites of Lebanon (Lewis 1982: 109). This 
steady flow of Ottoman minority children to Europe for education increased in the eigh- 
teenth century. In the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, the children of other minor- 
ities!33 attended the new academies that were being established in the Russian empire 
(Minassian 1992: 18—19). In addition, Ottoman minorities further interpreted the impact 
of this Western knowledge in their communities by establishing similar schools within 
their own communities. For instance, Greek merchants established such schools in the 
Peloponnese, Epirus, and Western Anatolia and on the Black Sea coast, Cyprus, and Crete. 
These Western-style schools!3^ provided minorities with Western scientific knowledge, 
supplied them with the necessary social and economic skills to use this knowledge, and 
suggested alternate forms of societal organization. By doing so, they provided the crucial 
social and cultural consciousness that was imperative for the transformation of the minor- 
ity merchants into a commercial bourgeoisie. The Ottoman minorities established nu- 
merous structures of mutual help and brotherhood, such as communal administration, 
charitable associations, and corporate organizations (Dumont 1982: 229). Rather than 
relegating control to the sultan, they then espoused to organize, administer, and control 
their own communities themselves. The minorities geographically closest to the West 
were the first to start emancipatory movements from the sultan's control: the social unrest 
in the Balkans commenced in the late eighteenth and early nineteenth centuries and 
culminated in Greek independence in 1821. The Westernization Russia was undergoing 
also affected the Balkans, as the local priests who traveled to Russia and other Balkan 
intellectuals who worked in Russia brought back Western ideas, and also Eastern Anatolia, 
as Armenian students educated in Russia came back to instigate change.!35 Other Balkan 
rebellions followed. Revolts in the Arab and North African provinces ensued.!?6 Hence, 
escalating Western trade privileged Ottoman minorities over Muslims and, by offering 
them foreign protection, helped these minorities accumulate resources outside of the 
sultan's control. It was on these resources that the seeds of the Ottoman commercial 
bourgeoisie and subsequent independence movements were sown. 

Ethnic segmentation in the concomitant economic division of labor persisted, how- 
ever, as all divided themselves across religion (Eryilmaz 1990: 107). For instance, in 
1885, although the distribution!?? of those employed by the state as bureaucrats ranged 
across the ethnic-religious divide, comprising 11.41 percent Ottoman Muslim, 0.38 per- 
cent Ottoman Greek, 0.59 percent Ottoman Armenian, and 0.44 percent Ottoman Jewish, 
the ethnic composition of those in "trade, commerce and industry" was dramatically 
different. While 25.37 percent of these were Ottoman Muslim, the majority were Ottoman 
Greeks, Armenians, and Jews. Hence, in the Ottoman capital, minorities surpassed Mus- 
lims in all economic spheres. The economic predominance of the Ottoman minorities was 
further documented by the 1912 figures, which cited that (Issawi 1982: 262—63) out of the 
forty private bankers and thirty-four stockbrokers listed in Constantinople, none were 
Muslims; and of the thirty-seven large textile importers, only five were Muslims.!?8 This 
economic segmentation, when coupled with the impact of Western-style education and the 
population pressure of migrations, undoubtedly increased class consciousness across both 
the religious and the economic divide. 

Another factor that contributed to increased polarization was the steady increase of 
foreign residents in the empire throughout the nineteenth century. The case of the foreign 
residents in Egypt!?? validates this assertion. Increased European trade with Egypt was 
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accompanied by an increase in European immigration, as 30,000 foreigners came and 
settled in Egypt each year between 1857 and 1861. In 1862 this figure rose to 33,000, in 
1863 to 43,000, in 1864 to 56,500, and in 1865 it reached the peak of 80,000 foreigners 
per year (Steppat 1968: 283). These Europeans quickly controlled commerce, finance, and 
industry, so much so that in 1907 they owned approximately 15—20 percent of Egypt's 
capital, even though they constituted 3 percent of the population (Issawi 1968: 391). Yet, 
the interaction of these foreign residents with the rest of society was mediated through the 
Ottoman minorities, who had the linguistic and societal skills of both contexts. Indeed, 
eventually these minorities came to occupy a significant social position in Egyptian 
society through their association with the foreign residents, as "the Greeks, Jews, Armeni- 
ans, Lebanese and Syrians owned most of the petty business, and even the civil service 
drew heavily on such groups to fill the more qualified positions" (Issawi 1968: 398). 

The increasing tension between the foreign residents, Ottoman minorities, and the 
sultan is demonstrated throughout the nineteenth century, especially in two historical 
accounts. In one instance (Cevdet Pasha 1872: 226), when unrest occurred at the capital in 
1861 due to a financial crisis and the Ottoman currency started losing value, merchants 
and artisans stocked up on items and refused to sell them to the populace. As the Ottoman 
sultan had often noted, the provisioning of the populace did indeed became a problem: 
riots broke out in bakeries as people fought over bread and rumors spread that some had 
started procuring arms and ammunition. Stores were all shut down and the Ottoman 
administration met with the sultan until morning. At dawn, town criers were sent out 
telling people that the sultan has a proclamation and that all ought to come to the mosques 
for morning prayers to hear it. Indeed, they were all told that the sultan would speedily 
punish “the seditious” (müfsid). It is noteworthy to see how the mosque, restricted to the 
Muslims, remained the center of imperial communication, thereby effectively cutting 
the minorities off from access to this significant source of information. Even though the 
Ottoman minorities did indeed have their equivalents to which the Muslims did not have 
access, the Ottoman power structure was nevertheless reproduced in mosques. 

The other instance relates to the 1859 protest of Ottoman minority merchants and 
artisans of the capital when the palace and the sultan failed to pay the debts accrued to 
them. According to various accounts, 


As many artisans and merchants faced bankruptcy and had to take out large loans as a 
consequence of the failure of the palace to pay its debts, the merchants and artisans 
from among the Christian subjects of the empire took their complaints first to the 
Ottoman government, and when the government refused to accept their petition [for not 
having any jurisdiction over the sultan's palace], they all marched onto the palace to 
present their petition to the sultan. When the commander in chief [serasker] at the 
palace got rid of them after uttering vague words about taking care of the matters, a 
couple of hundred of them rented a boat and went to the French, British and Russian 
embassies screaming and yelling in protest, and presented a petition to each of them. 
(Cevdet Pasha 1872: 98—99; [1880] 1980: 20) 


This was probably the first of many instances when the Ottoman minorities of the capital 
rallied around an economic issue to act, for the first time, as a social group apart from the 
Muslims. They then approached the three Western powers for administrative justice and 
protection. This internal ethno-religious division separated the Ottoman bourgeois trans- 
formation in commerce from that of Western Europe. Because of this internal division, the 
emergence of the Ottoman commercial bourgeoisie as a social class and the dissipation of 
the empire went hand in hand. 


4 


“Civilization,” Ottoman Intellectuals, 
and Western Ideas: Polarization 


Within the Bourgeoisie 


In 1911, from the Ottoman war front in North Africa against Italy, the Ottoman military 
official who later became Enver Pasha wrote the following to a lady friend in Europe: 


C’est un poison votre civilisation, mais c’est un poison qui reveille et on ne veut, on ne 
peut plus dormir. On sent que si on refermait les yeux, ce serait pour mourir. (Enver 
1913: 186) 


[Your civilization, it is a poison, but it is a poison that wakes one up and one cannot, 
one does not want to sleep anymore. One feels that if one were to close one’s eyes, it 
would be in order to die.] 


Indeed, this pungent but accurate assessment describes the process by which Ottoman 
society observed and interpreted Western civilization and then had to come to terms with 
this unavoidable and uncomfortable interpretation. Ottoman interaction with the West 
through goods and institutions thus combined with a third, powerful component: Western 
ideas. What were these ideas, who interpreted them, in what context, and to what ends? 
The concept of “civilization,” Ottoman intellectuals, and Western ideas disseminated 
through newspapers and voluntary associations are examined to respond to these queries. 

The concept of Western “civilization” entered Ottoman discourse and led to a reas- 
sessment of the Ottoman social structure. As Ottomans observed, interpreted, and, eventu- 
ally, compared the West with their own society, distinct visions and aspirations formed. 
The principles and priorities of Ottoman social groups changed accordingly and trans- 
formed their visions of what Ottoman society ought to resemble. The other significant 
development was the increased number of Ottoman social groups with access to material 
and social resources that escaped the sultan’s control. As opposition to the sultan mounted, 
one group literally escaped the sultan’s control and escaped to Europe to live there as 
political exiles. In addition, as officials acquired cultural capital and as minority merchants 
accumulated merchant capital, they created the social environment for the emergence of a 
new social group: Ottoman intellectuals. These intellectuals worked for the new journals 
and newspapers, wrote novels, taught at the Western-style schools, and, in general, used 
their newly acquired skills to make their livelihood. Unlike the former Ottoman thinkers, 
who usually had their sustenance from the sultan and/or the households, this new group, 
although not always entirely independent of the sultan, did nevertheless have the option, 
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for the first time, of an alternate source of sustenance lodged in the public sphere. They 
could therefore envision a society that was not centered and legitimated around the office 
of the sultan. The Western-style schools, newly emerging professional and social organi- 
zations, secret societies, and Western and Ottoman books and periodicals, along with the 
reading rooms and public libraries where they were circulated, created the new cultural 
environment, the Ottoman "civil society" within which this alternate Ottoman vision 
acquired meaning. 

Newly emerging newspapers and voluntary associations formed the two most signifi- 
cant social and cultural media through which these intellectuals and ideas survived. The 
rapid circulation of Western ideas and the need for civil contexts where these could be 
discussed generated an ever increasing demand for Ottoman newspapers and reading 
rooms, a demand that was only occasionally arrested through the censorship of the sultan. 
The new Ottoman social groups with cultural and material capital met and organized 
within voluntary associations, acquiring a consciousness of their common interests mean- 
while. Yet one element, the preexisting Ottoman ethnic segmentation among Muslims and 
minorities, could not be overcome through the visions created by the Ottoman intellec- 
tuals, through Western ideas and with the aid of voluntary associations and newspapers. 
All imagined communities inspired by nationalism split along ethnic lines; the united 
image of the empire was perpetually shattered. 


“Civilization” and the Emergence of a New 
Ottoman Social Vision 


The most significant development of late eighteenth- and nineteenth century Ottoman 
society was the emergence of a new vision of Ottoman society that was informed by 
Western ideas of "civilization." Although few agreed on what this concept actually en- 
tailed and many argued for disparate interpretations, the concept's ambiguity did not 
weaken but instead strengthened its effect on the Ottoman social structure. The societal 
expectations of many Ottoman social groups dramatically altered as a consequence of 
these diverse and often incompatible interpretations. The succinct late nineteenth-century 
definition! of "civilization" (medeniyet), by an Ottoman palace chronicler captured the 
ultimate meaning the concept acquired in late nineteenth-century Ottoman society: 


The edifice of [Western] civilization is built on two principles, one material and the 
other moral. The moral principle is devoutness. . . . The material principle comprises 
the rescue from idleness of the populace by the farmers, merchants and artisans, and 
the restrengthening of the principles that justify the production of wealth and disci- 
pline. (Ahmed Lütfi [1875] 1991: 6-7) 


This nebulous definition could well be used to define civilization, capitalism, and/or 
industrialization, all the Western historical processes that came to the Ottoman empire 
simultaneously as one undifferentiated whole. It was indeed the combined force of these 
processes under the rubric of civilization that affected the Ottoman social structure in the 
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. 

The origins of twentieth-century social change can be traced to this historical con- 
junction of capitalism, democracy, and industrialization, which affected all spheres of life, 
from the personal and communal to the national, from the family and workplace to the 
public sphere. Hence what Raymond Williams would term an “epochal change" occurred 
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with “new meanings and values, new practices, new significances and experiences" (1973: 
8, 10), creating a new culture comprising a set of ideas, meanings, and associations that 
presented an order of equality and reciprocity while giving a product of history the 
appearance of natural order. Yet the old also survived, albeit in redefined form. Karl Marx, 
the most astute observer of this epochal change, noted in The Eighteenth Brumaire: 


The tradition of the dead generations weighs like a nightmare on the minds of the 
living. And, just as when they appear to be engaged in the revolutionary transformation 
of themselves and their material surroundings, in the creation of something which does 
not yet exist, precisely in such epochs of revolutionary crisis they timidly conjure up 
the spirits of the past to help them; they borrow their names, slogans and costumes so 
as to stage the new world-historical scene in this venerable disguise and borrowed 
language. . . . In the same way, the beginner who has learned a new language always 
retranslates into his mother tongue. ([1867] 1974: 284) 


Hence what resulted was the creation of the culture of Western civilization, at once 
socially constituted and socially constitutive (Roseberry 1989: 42). In this context, spatial 
and temporal categories were carefully regulated and the norms of social behavior re- 
defined. The historical conjunction of capitalism, democracy, and industrialization created 
the concept of class as it differentiated people according to their economic activities. The 
principles it advocated favored the bourgeoisie at the expense of others, and the bour- 
geoisie combined three elements contained in this historical conjuncture, namely, the 
religious, commercial, and scientific ideologies, to create a societal vision based on 
production, design, and building that advocated a rational, scientific worldview (Davidoff 
and Hall 1987: 26). It also combined within it “objectivist and subjectivist moments" 
(Bourdieu 1987: 2) as people, institutions, and organizations negotiated the meaning of the 
new culture and the emergent social groups, especially the bourgeoisie. Hence Western 
civilization accumulated within it a mobilizational force. 

The diffusion of this force into Ottoman society first became visible through a range 
of social action, from the adoption of modes of Western behavior, such as clothing made in 
European fashion, top hats, fancy canes, pet dogs, piano lessons, French language lessons, 
operas, dances, and balls, to the eventual employment of Western literary forms such as 
the novel, short story, and newspaper and the print culture it introduced, which had 
profound effects in creating new visions of Ottoman society and the individuals living 
within it. These literary forms constructed a new image of an Ottoman as a refined man 
“introverted, very sensitive, knowledgeable in Western music and literature, conversant in 
a Western language, positivist, attributing value to human beings, and subscribing to a 
Western style of life" (Kavcar 1985: 85). Literary topics included Western ideas such as a 
new conception of the individual, the idea of freedom, women's rights and social justice, 
education abroad, fashion, and foreign languages and often criticized types of incorrect 
Westernization. The increasing stature of the visiting Europeans, especially the French and 
the English, altered norms of behavior, so that, upon the visit of the prince of Wales, for 
instance, the Ottoman sultan sat down, for the first time, to dine at the same table with his 
officials (Cevdet Pasha 1880: 41), and Ottoman officials started to regularly attend the 
embassy balls of Western powers (Cevdet Pasha 1872: 61—62). The presence of the 
English during the Crimean war also induced comparisons between the Ottoman empire 
and the West. For instance, the Ottoman statesman Cevdet Pasha lamented that, during this 
period, the British had sent relief to the fire victims of an Ottoman town weeks sooner than 
the Ottomans themselves (Cevdet Pasha 1872: 35). Another official, Ahmed Izzet Pasha, 
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unfavorably compared the Ottoman system of rule to that of the Europeans’ (Ahmed Izzet 
[1924] 1992: 8). 

The wide spectrum of interpretation which the Western ideas underwent in the 
Ottoman context can be best illustrated by the changing Ottoman interpretations of the 
1789 French revolution (Rasim [1924] 1987; Lewis 1953). The Ottomans first viewed 
this revolution as a purely internal affair, and then, when it started to spread throughout 
Europe, as a Western concern that would keep the European powers occupied to the 
benefit of the Ottomans. Indeed, in 1792, one personal secretary of the sultan prayed that 
“God cause the upheaval in France to spread like syphilis to the enemies of the [Otto- 
man] empire, hurl them into prolonged conflict with one another and thus accomplish 
results beneficial to the empire” (Lewis 1953: 119). This negative image of the revolu- 
tion intensified with Napoleon Bonaparte’s invasion of Egypt. The Ottoman administra- 
tion interpreted the aim of Bonaparte’s 1799 Declaration of Human Rights to the Egyp- 
tians as “lowering the human species to the level of wild animals through abolishing all 
religions, demolishing all cities and countries, seizing the wealth of the populace, and 
destroying the ties among human beings, and by using the lie of a false freedom to 
deceive the fools from among the populace” (Rasim [1924] 1987: 87). This Ottoman 
imagery of “wildness” ensuing from the French revolution reiterated an earlier Ottoman 
observation that “the leaders of sedition and evil appearing in France, in a manner 
without precedent . . . prepared the way for the reduction of the people of France to the 
state of cattle" (Lewis 1953: 121). This interpretation was indeed much different from 
the later "civilized" one that the Ottomans adopted to advocate the replacement of the 
sultan's rule with a constitutional one. Such a transformation in the Ottoman interpreta- 
tion occurred as a consequence of the establishment of Western-style educational institu- 
tions, increasing Western trade, and escalating circulation of Western ideas through vol- 
untary associations and newspapers. In only a few decades, with the first generation of 
Ottoman graduates of the new Western-style schools of the empire, the French revolu- 
tion became the main mobilizing principle to “burn the Bastilles [of the world], annihi- 
late despotisms, violently tear away the heads of tyrants," and to "offer the social con- 
tract as the new organizing principle of society” (Haniogiu 1981: 162—63). Rather than 
interpret the West through the Ottoman cultural framework, this new "cohort"? of indi- 
viduals who shared the same life experience gave meaning to their own society through 
the Western framework. 

How extensive was this Western cultural penetration into the meaning structures of 
Ottoman society? Patterns of Ottoman word usage in the eighteenth and nineteenth centu- 
ries demonstrate the extent to which new Western concepts penetrated to the core Ottoman 
structures of meaning. The diffusion of foreign words into Turkish dated to the eleventh 
century, when the Turks came to Asia Minor and were exposed to the Greek, Persian, and 
Arabic languages. Ottoman, an amalgam of Turkish, Persian, and Arabic, developed 
during Turkish rule in Asia Minor as the vocabularies of these three were incorporated 
into the written language. The Ottoman encounter with the Aegean Sea and sea trade also 
coincided with the adoption of navigational words, mostly from Greek and Italian. As the 
Ottomans expanded west and north, they encountered the Balkan and Slavic languages. In 
the eighteenth century, Ottoman embassy accounts introduced new Western words to 
describe various dimensions of European societies. These occasional assimilations be- 
came much more systematic in the nineteenth century, when the Ottomans started to adopt 
Western words from French to express, and attach meanings to, new concepts and ideas, 
such as freedom, equality, and liberty (Özön 1962: i—v). Unlike this earlier Ottoman usage 
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of foreign words, the Western usage brought with it a powerful vision that ultimately 
altered the Ottoman social structure. 

The Ottomans themselves traced and took notice of their adoption of words of 
Western origin.? In his 1811 dictionary, Dictionary of Language (Lehget iil Lugat), sheik- 
ül-islam Mehmed Esad Efendi identified 851 Western words and regarded these as having 
been “Ottomanized,” while another, Ahmed Vefik Pasha, specifically marked words of 
Western origin in his Dictionary of Ottoman (Lehge-i Osmani). In 1880, another Ottoman 
Dictionary with an Appendix of Foreign Words (Lugat-ı Ecnebiye ilaveli Lugat-ı Osma- 
niye) identified the Arabic, Persian, and Western words in Ottoman. Later in the decade, 
small dictionaries of Western words in the Ottoman language were published. One of these 
was a small dictionary of Ottomanized French words published by an Ottoman intellec- 
tual, Mustafa Izzet, in 1884, to correct those words that had been adopted incorrectly and 
provide their accurate French spelling. The Redhouse Ottoman-English dictionary of 
1890 combined all previous dictionaries into one large volume. It contained approx- 
imately 100,000 words and marked, among them, words of Western origin. Later in the 
nineteenth century, the first extensive dictionary of Turkish, the Turkish Lexicon (Kamus- 
u Türki), again identified the origins of Ottoman words. Yet Western scientific words were 
often adapted directly without searching for synonyms in Ottoman. For instance, the 1901 
French—Turkish dictionary of medical sciences simply transliterated forty to fifty thou- 
sand medical terms into Ottoman without bothering to come up with Ottoman neologisms 
(Özön 1962: ix—x). 

A content analysis* of the adoption of Western words into the Ottoman-Turkish 
language demonstrates the scope of Ottoman adoption of words of Western origin. This 
analysis is based on one scholar's (Özön 1962) linguistic survey of twelve historical 
sources from the fifteenth to the eighteenth centuries? and the works of twenty-nine 
authors from the nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. The scholar had constructed the 
Dictionary of Turkish-Foreign Words (Türkge-Yabanci Kelimeler Sözlüğü) from these 
sources. The content analysis on the words of Western origin indicates that these com- 
prised approximately 7 percent of all words in the Ottoman language. Among the total of 
6,930 Western words, words of French origin predominated: 71 percent of all Western 
words in the Ottoman language were of French origin. The rest of the Western powers, 
like the English, came nowhere near the French impact: words of English origin com- 
prised 6.3 percent, and the Balkan and Germanic words each amounted to 1.3 percent of 
the total words of Western origin. The long Ottoman trade with the Italian and the Greek 
accounted for the 11.8 percent words of Italian origin and 6.45 percent of Greek origin. 
The Latin, Spanish, Armenian, and Judeo-Spanish influence were all under 1 percent. 
These results highlight two significant patterns. First, the French language had a very 
significant cultural dominance on the Ottoman meaning system. Second, the influence of 
the languages of the Ottoman minorities who had been associated with the Ottoman 
empire for centuries was almost nonexistent. 

According to the content analysis, how and why did the French language, rather than 
the languages of the Ottoman minorities, acquire so much symbolic power in the Ottoman 
language? Social power and its symbolic representations often coalesce. The lack of 
influence of the languages of the religious minorities substantiates their socially seg- 
mented existence; minorities contributed relatively little to the evolution of the Ottoman 
language in comparison with the subsequent Western powers specifically because of their 
location in Ottoman society. The French language gained such prominence® because it 
was the language of instruction in the Western-style schools of both Muslims and minor- 
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ities. The 1896 Ottoman Public Education Regulation stated that the entirety of the 
courses at the newly established Ottoman university would be taught in French until the 
completion of the training of students who could deliver such lectures in Ottoman (Esen- 
kova 1959: 4—6). In its correspondence, the Ottoman state also employed French as its 
principal Western language; French was taught to all members of the Ottoman translation 
chamber of the Ministry of Foreign Affairs. As Ottoman embassies to Europe increased in 
the late eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, ambassadors and their retinues also became 
exposed to the French language and brought some forms and words on their return to 
Constantinople." The French language also became more accessible after 1840, when the 
Ottoman students sent to Europe came back having learned the French language and kept 
up their French by purchasing books and newspapers from the European shops in Con- 
stantinople. During the same period, among the foreign residents of the empire, the 
population of French military advisors, technicians, and engineers surpassed all other 
Western powers. As some Ottomans exposed to the life style of these residents and 
returning students adopted elements of Western material culture, they also employed its 
terminology. 

In addition to these institutional and social channels, French penetrated the Ottoman 
language through another figurative route, literature. The first literary translations into 
Ottoman were French works, by Victor Hugo, Daniel Defoe, and Chateaubriand.? The first 
Ottoman short story emulating the French model was written in 1870, and the rage of 
Ottoman novel writing started in 1875. Unlike the topics of French literary works, how- 
ever, the clash between the Ottoman and Western cultures often constituted the favorite 
theme of this new narrative form. Popular Ottoman novelists such as Ahmet Mithat and 
Hüseyin Rahmi Gürpinar also exposed the Ottoman reading public to new Western words. 
For instance, one 1881 novel, Karnaval, contained 115 new, mostly French, words, which 
were meticulously explained and defined in the footnotes. Yet the nineteenth century also 
marked the beginning of Ottoman efforts to replace Ottomanized French words with 
“proper” Ottoman ones;? attempts to translate new Western ideas into Ottoman words 
following French word construction!? followed. Words of Western origin also provided 
political opponents of the sultan with a means of symbolic resistance. To escape the 
sultan's censorship over certain dangerous foreign words, such as liberty, freedom, and the 
nation, some started using transliterated French words without first translating them. For 
example, one such intellectual!! entitled his play based on the execution of a progressive 
Ottoman official Liberte. The names of characters in the play were also French: the fairy 
of freedom was labeled "Liberte"; the other characters were “Nasyon” (nation), “Despot,” 
and “Press.” In addition, the name of the hero was “Liberal” (Özön 1962: 6). This creative 
Western word usage in particular, and the pattern of the Ottoman interpretation of Western 
symbols in general, revealed the wide range of Western ideas in Ottoman society. The 
French revolution had indeed “bequeathed a political vocabulary through which... a 
new generation of visionaries" (Eley 1981: 96) formed, but these visionaries performed 
within the cultural parameters of their own society. 


Ottoman Intellectuals and the Concept of a United Fraternity 
The new Ottoman social vision was inspired by eighteenth-century Western Europe, 


where political participation widened, citizenship ideals crystallized as a consequence of 
the struggle against absolutism, and a citizenry organized into a public body beneath the 
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protection of the law. The vision became linked to the demand for representative govern- 
ment and a liberal constitution, together with the basic civil freedoms before the law, such 
as speech, press, assembly, association, conscience, and religion (Eley 1990: 13-14). As 
the Ottoman bourgeoisie took a political stance against the existing Ottoman social struc- 
ture and redefined the Ottoman social vision through education, theaters, newspapers, and 
other media, they acquired class consciousness.!? They became fully conversant in a new 
language!? that the sultan and his households could not, and did not, support. As they 
attended Western-style schools, scrutinized foreign and local newspapers in the new 
reading rooms, and had tea at the newly opened restaurants and hotels, they turned 
everything, all social media, into what E. P. Thompson has termed “a battleground of 
class" (1963: 832). As they continued to oppose!^ the existing Ottoman social structure, 
they articulated an alternative vision. 

What comprised this new vision? One Ottoman official's memoirs on how he discov- 
ered *a new universe" through Western knowledge hints at the essence of this vision. This 
official knowledge hints at the essence of this vision. This official had been a religious 
scholar conversant in the traditional languages of Arabic and Persian and knowledgeable 
in Islamic sciences. He then encountered “a more simple manner of expression" and a new 
language, French, in the company of friends who were fully acquainted with Western 
knowledge. 


[The leading] Ottoman statesman adopted [the Western mode of] a plain but eloquent 
style in his new [political] profession, and [other Ottoman statesmen] followed his 
example. I also liked this new method and aspired to compose my style in accordance 
to it. I [therefore] used my time in their company as a training ground for myself in 
adopting their style. [This] felt as if I had started school anew. [In the process] I learned 
quite a lot about the political affairs of the empire and mastered the French language. 
Yet, since people were opposed to the Ottoman religious scholars’ learning of the 
French language at that time, I concealed this [fact] from my brethren. [But, through 
such activities], I passed through the religious universe and entered a different one. 
(Cevdet Pasha 1872: 21) 


This new universe was indeed one that based its values and beliefs on the Enlightenment 
principles of Europe rather than the moral standards of Islamic jurisprudence. The “sim- 
plicity" that this official referred to probably reflected the concepts of liberty, freedom, 
and equality that were based on the “natural laws of the universe." Indeed, he was fully 
conversant in both the Ottoman and Western approaches to knowledge, which led him to 
make many astute comparisons between the two systems of knowledge. Yet, such Western 
knowledge and behavior became increasingly prominent and problematic in Ottoman 
society as the leaders of the empire redefined their social position in relation to it. Some, 
like our official, had to hide their mastery of this world. Others who revealed their mastery 
were often criticized. For instance, one chronicle chided such people as “scoundrels 
returning from Europe acted without restraint in constantly talking about the virtues of 
Europe they found agreeable, and adopting the manner of the Franks" (Ahmed Lütfi 
[1875] 1991: 51—52). 

The Ottoman epistemological transition from such Western imitation to interpretation 
occurred through the agency of the newly emergent group of Ottoman intellectuals. 
Before the late eighteenth century, such intellectuals had mostly existed within the official 
household structure and had an independent standing only within the context of religious 
foundations. By the end of the eighteenth century, a sufficient number of new institutional 
forms had emerged to sustain their social position independent of the sultan. Employment 
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as faculty members in the new Western-style schools, as journalists and columnists in the 
newly emerging newspapers and periodicals both in the empire and abroad,!5 as novelists, 
essayists, poets, and actors provided them with enough resources! to be independent of 
the sultan and the households. The first cohort of Ottoman military and medical students 
and faculty trained in the Western-style state schools were taught that the epistemological 
origins of knowledge were not located in Islamic moral principles but instead in the 
“secular, rational" maxims of the Enlightenment. Some tried to merge Islamic ethics and 
Western morality; others became militantly secular and materialist. All constantly debated 
Western science, philosophy, and its implications for Ottoman society. It was at this 
historical juncture that the Ottoman Muslims and minorities seemed to unite around an 
abstract notion of a civilized society that trespassed all ethnic and religious boundaries. 
Hence, these intellectuals included, for the first time, Ottoman minorities as well as 
Muslims on the grounds of the theoretical equality of all human beings. 

The Ottoman minorities strove alongside the Muslims to create a truly multi-ethnic 
and multireligious society. Many served as faculty in the newly established Western-style 
state schools, some wrote novels and plays, others founded and acted in theater compa- 
nies, and still others founded and managed newspapers.!" An Ottoman Armenian wrote 
the first Ottoman novel in 1851 (Vartan Pasha [1851] 1991) describing the lives of the 
minorities, lives that strongly paralleled the interaction patterns of the Muslims;!8 others 
founded the prominent theater companies of the empire. In 1856, an Ottoman Armenian, 
Sirapyan Hekimyan, who had been educated in Venice, established a theater and put on 
stage a play in Italian for the foreign residents and in Turkish. Aravelyan formed the 
“Eastern Theater Company” (Sark Toplulugu) in 1861. The Ottoman state intervened soon 
after to control this new medium. In 1870, it bestowed the theater monopoly to perform 
"tragedy, drama, comedy, and vaudeville" on one prominent Ottoman Armenian producer 
and actor, Güllü Agop, for ten years (And 1992: 62-63). This particular monopoly 
subsequently led to the emergence, in the empire, of opera and popular theater—the two 
types!? of performance not covered by the monopoly. Many Ottoman Greeks and Armeni- 
ans acted and worked for these theater companies. The Ottoman minorities thus created 
and sustained this new medium of social interaction outside the control of the sultan. This 
new medium generated three significant consequences in Ottoman society. First, it pro- 
vided a new public sphere of discussion for the emerging civil society. The plots of the 
plays often dealt with contemporary social issues such as the mindless imitation of the 
West,?? or the many sacrifices one had to undertake in the name of one's country?! (And 
1992: 73). Playwrights, producers, actors, and audience could all participate in, contem- 
plate, and debate the social issues of the time through this medium.?? The second conse- 
quence concerned the actors in these plays, who were mostly?? Ottoman minorities. The 
fact that their command of the Turkish language was not considered adequate (And 1992: 
57) provoked a serious debate on social identity, on who could and should be considered 
an Ottoman. It also enunciated the possible linguistic conditions of such an identity, thus 
fostering one of the many seeds of nationalism. This debate led to pronunciation lessons 
for the actors, to a discussion of what comprised “true and correct Ottoman" and which 
groups practiced it, and to the establishment of art associations around issues such as 
censorship and actors' rights surrounding the newly emerging performance arts. All the 
involved groups thus became increasingly conscious of the boundaries of social action in 
the Ottoman empire. The third consequence concerned the audience in these plays, which 
comprised the military and medical students being educated at the Western-style schools 
of the empire. This audience was especially pivotal in using this medium to articulate their 
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criticism of the current social order and to debate future scenarios for Ottoman social 
change. By specifying the rights and responsibilities of the spectators in the audience, the 
Ottoman state24 also legally defined the boundaries of this group. Contemporary periodi- 
cals further highlighted the social impact of this medium as they critically discussed its 
pedagogic functions for the populace (And 1992: 55—56). Hence there was for a few brief 
decades in the early nineteenth century an imagined Ottoman civil society that unified 
Ottoman minorities and Muslims. Although these Ottoman intellectuals were united 
around the secular principles of the Enlightenment, they could not prevent themselves 
from confronting issues of political identity as they defined, justified, and defended the 
boundaries of the Ottoman empire. The historical conjuncture forced an imagined eth- 
nicity back into this identity: Russian imperial expansion into Central Asia and the Balkan 
wars sent large populations of ethnically Turkish immigrants into Ottoman territory in the 
late nineteenth century. This resulted in the formation of a significant group of "national- 
ist" intellectuals advocating Pan-turkism and Pan-islamism (Georgeon 1986: 15). As these 
newcomers attempted to create an ethnically and religiously based vision of Ottoman 
society, the precarious unity of Ottoman intellectuals across ethnic and religious lines was 
irrevocably shattered. 


Ottoman Adoption of Western Ideas: Newspapers 
and Voluntary Associations 


In the West the bourgeoisie had developed their distinct view of the world through two 
media, the public meeting and the voluntary society (Morris 1990a: 4). In the Ottoman 
empire, a new social space for Western ideas and their interpretations emerged when the 
secret organizations established by students in Western-style schools to advocate political 
freedom and a constitution combined with newspapers to circulate ideas and with volun- 
tary associations to pursue social reforms based on these ideas. These two new channels of 
communication, newspapers and voluntary associations, created for the Ottoman bour- 
geoisie a new interaction site and a new vocabulary of self-definition. Through these 
channels, the bourgeoisie was able to reproduce? its social position in Ottoman society. 
Newspapers guided the bourgeoisie in constructing Ottoman public opinion as readers 
discussed new ideas, concurred with the interpretation of the bourgeoisie, and often took a 
stand against the sultan. Voluntary associations enabled the bourgeoisie to organize in a 
structure outside the sultan's control; in such associations, members translated the Western 
ideas into modes of social action and reform. Hence the origins of an Ottoman civil 
society?9 formed through these channels and fostered the identity and social conscious- 
ness?? of the Ottoman bourgeoisie. This civil society?? acquired an informational capacity 
through newpapers and an organizational capacity through voluntary associations to suc- 
cessfully challenge the sultan's control over Ottoman society. 

If Ottoman print media in general and newspapers in particular had not emerged at 
this particular historical conjuncture, the abstract vision of an Ottoman motherland would 
not have been able to replace the historic image of the paternal Ottoman sultan. As the 
print media created an imagined Ottoman community, conceptualized an Ottoman public 
opinion, and sanctioned the alleged omnipotence of the Ottoman sultan, the abstract vision 
of the Ottoman motherland started to take root. Before the eighteenth century, access 
to knowledge had operated through the organizational structure of the households and 
through personal social networks. The image of the sultan remained the symbolic core of 
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Ottoman society insofar as the channels to knowledge, and therefore to social power, 
remained constricted within the household structure and networks condoned by the sultan. 
The emergence of the Ottoman printing press in the early eighteenth century followed by 
the establishment of newspapers and periodicals in the early nineteenth altered the existing 
relation between knowledge and control. The establishment in 1729 of the first Ottoman 
printing press?? using Arabic characters eased the physical restrictions on access to 
knowledge and escalated the circulation of ideas within the Ottoman empire. Concomitant 
developments in the postal system in the empire accelerated the rate of the circulation of 
ideas (Eldem 1970: 172—73).3° By purchasing and reading an Ottoman or translated 
Western book, or, if one was illiterate, by attending one of the many reading cum coffee 
houses in the capital where certain newspapers were read out loud,?! one could have direct 
personal access to knowledge outside the household structure. The late nineteenth-century 
proliferation of newspapers also presented a multiplicity of views, which, in turn, helped 
produce and reproduce Ottoman public opinion. It is noteworthy that the sultan instituted 
censorship laws at particularly this juncture; yet even though he was able to materially 
obstruct the printing of newspapers, he could not decipher or contain the multiplicity of 
implied meanings in each newspaper. The new, abstract "civil"-ized vision of Ottoman 
society these newspapers proposed persevered at the expense of the sultan. 

The newly emerging nineteenth-century voluntary associations provided the organi- 
zational basis for Western ideas as they became interpreted in the Ottoman context. Before 
the nineteenth century, the large household?? and the religious endowment (Hatemi 1987: 
80) had provided the only two legitimate organizational models in Ottoman society. As 
ideas and interpretations started to flow outside the sultan's control, individuals interested 
in them coalesced under the shelter of voluntary associations. By doing so, they trespassed 
existing Ottoman structures to create a new intermediate one between the individual and 
the Ottoman state, one that acted "independently of the family, household, neighborhood 
or the workplace" (Morris 1990a: 167; 1990b: 395, 400). Moreover, they met, debated, 
and organized together with others who reasoned and acted like themselves.33 Their 
discourse facilitated and fostered the publication of even more books and periodicals.?^ In 
their development, Ottoman voluntary associations paralleled Western ones in that they 
were either state sponsored or independent. In the West, voluntary associations advocated 
the values of self-help, thrift, temperance, and mutual improvement (Morris 1990b: 416— 
17); in the Ottoman context, they upheld technological and social progress, professional 
ethics, and service to society. They formed and articulated visions that transcended, in 
theory, the involuntary loyalties of region, kin, or faith. 

Western and Ottoman voluntary associations were significantly different on two 
principles, however, one political and the other epistemological. For one, when the sultan 
or members of his household wanted to contribute financially to these voluntary associa- 
tions as they previously had to religious endowments, they were often met with resistance 
and refusal. Members of the voluntary associations stressed the priority of raising money 
by the people for their motherland. This political stance further problematized the symbol- 
ic connection between the sultan and "his" subjects as voluntary associations wedged 
themselves between the citizens and "their" homeland. The other difference was an 
epistemological one. Some Ottoman voluntary associations, especially the earliest ones, 
had the explicit aim of disseminating and upholding Western ideas in Ottoman society. In 
the eye of the Ottoman public, this epistemological stand further conflated the process of 
Westernization and the idea of progress. To Westernize came to be associated with posi- 
tive change. 
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Yet the most significant function of the Ottoman voluntary associations remained the 
social support they provided for social groups such as the Ottoman bureaucratic and 
commercial bourgeoisie and the intellectuals who could not be contained in the preexist- 
ing structures. It was through such associations that the Ottoman bourgeoisie acquired the 
chance to articulate, test, and perfect their proposed reforms. They also suffered through 
the shortcomings of voluntary associations as their reforms remained restricted to the few 
urban poor who were arbitrarily contacted. Their efforts were also often unsystematic and 
short-lived. Hence, like in the West, Ottoman voluntary associations were more effective 
in creating social networks among newly emerging social groups than in facilitating 
reform in society. In periods when the newspapers were censored, the voluntary associa- 
tions also sustained the opposition to the sultan by providing their members with a social 
sphere within which to articulate their sense of identity and belonging. 


Newspapers 


In the late eighteenth century, the complex impact of Western ideas on Ottoman society 
crystallized through the establishment of newspapers along two dimensions, one epis- 
temological and the other political. Ottoman newspapers were crucial in translating West- 
ern ideas into Ottoman discourse as they reported on international news items from 
European newspapers. They usually retained many of these concepts in the original, since 
they often experienced a shortage of journalists to write such international news items, as 
well as a lack of funds with which they could theoretically have hired them. Direct 
translation was thus easy and cost effective but occurred at the cost of marring the 
Ottoman discourse on arts, science, and ideas. Western ideas often overshadowed Ottoman 
critical analyses as a consequence of the considerable scale of such translations. Visions of 
change these newspapers portrayed were often based on Western ideas, which in turn were 
founded on the European experiences of change. Yet such visions found a receptive 
audience in the Ottoman capital as they coalesced the interests of different social groups. 
The first initiators of newspapers?? in the Ottoman empire were the European embassies. 
The print media spread out through the empire as these embassies published books and 
newspapers in Ottoman.?6 The Bulletin de Nouvelles published by the French embassy in 
Constantinople in 1795 was the first such newspaper; it was distributed to the French 
colony and to others who knew the French language. Upon its success, Gazette Francaise 
de Constantinople was established a year later in 1796 (Alemdar 1980: 2—3). Similarly, 
the first independently owned newspaper in the empire, Journal of News (Ceride-i Hava- 
dis) was published in 1840 by a foreign resident, Englishmen William Churchill (Lewis 
1979: 94—95). Through establishing such newspapers, European embassies and foreign 
residents facilitated the construction of an imagined Ottoman civil society after the West- 
ern model. Although such an image was often restricted to the Ottoman capital, and 
originally to a cluster of individuals both foreign and Ottoman who were literate, conver- 
sant in Western languages, and interested in the West, it became a legitimate image for the 
expanding newspaper audience. Tbe audience often comprised, in addition to foreign 
residents concerned with European and Ottoman affairs, the Ottoman commercial bour- 
geoisie, interested in accessing world markets through Europe, and the Ottoman bureau- 
cratic bourgeoisie, attentive to European models of political participation. As the news- 
papers circulated Western ideas, the audiences receiving them internalized those visions. 
They epistemologically conflated the Western vision of Ottoman society presented in 
these newspapers and the society itself, expecting social processes to happen as imagined. 
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The establishment of Ottoman newspapers also had a significant political impact: the 
censorship laws that the sultan promulgated to control the knowledge disseminated 
through newspapers expounded the increasing polarization between the Ottoman state and 
the expanding civil society. The Ottoman sultan had to censor repeatedly, and the escalat- 
ing power of civil society became more evident. As the sultan closed down newspapers to 
suppress certain ideas, the newspaper audience invented new means and devices to pro- 
cure such knowledge. By the end of the eighteenth century, Ottoman subjects themselves 
had started to establish, in increasing numbers,?? independent printing presses, many of 
which also undertook newspaper publication (Lewis 1979: 188). The sultan once more 
strove to maintain his control over the circulation of knowledge by establishing the 
Ottoman official gazette in 1832. In the introduction of the gazette's inaugural issue, he 
stated that the gazette would daily inform his subjects on matters of the empire, thus 
preventing them from “fear and anxiety that sprouts from lack of knowledge" (Nüzhet 
1931: 58). Yet gaining access to such knowledge through the gazette did not curb the 
subjects' pursuit of knowledge in other newspapers and periodicals. By 1877, the sultan 
and his government had started to interpret the knowledge circulated by some such 
newspapers as “damaging to the legitimacy of the current Ottoman rule,” and the practice 
of censorship emerged (Gapano£lu 1970: 14—17). Newspapers of political satire were the 
specific focus of the sultan's prohibition in this first instance. The debates in the Ottoman 
constitutional assembly over the issue of the sultan's censorship and the new press law 
illustrated the magnitude of the tension between the sultan and the newly emerging civil 
Society as represented, in this case, by the Ottoman assembly. 

The emerging view of Ottoman civil society was represented by those assembly 
members who criticized the sultan's decision. (The assembly debates have been published; 
see Capanoglu 1970.) Arguing that newspapers of political satire were printed every- 
where, in London, Paris and Berlin with the aim to educate and civilize the audience, these 
members insisted that censorship would inhibit Ottoman progress and increase its back- 
wardness in relation to Europe. "As rifles cannot be outlawed because of their potential to 
destroy human lives" (14), they continued, newspapers on political satire could not be 
banished because of their potential destructive effect on political rule. They also pointed 
out that the sultan's prohibition only hurt those Ottoman workmen who made their living 
through such newspapers while European newspapers of political satire were still readily 
available at the capital. The opposing faction, rallying behind the sultan's decision and 
thus representing the interests of the state, countered by cynically stating that the empire 
would be in trouble if it relied on such newspapers to educate and civilize the Ottoman 
populace. Also, they added, the Ottomans did not have to imitate and adopt such news- 
papers just because they existed in Europe. These newspapers should therefore be banned 
as they were banned in Russia. The assembly finally sided with the civil society perspec- 
tive and struck out the sultan's censorship clause from the new press law. Yet their 
argument was rendered moot when the sultan soon after abolished the assembly. This 
debate captured the emerging pattern of interaction between the Ottoman sultan and 
emerging civil society whereby the sultan tried to control the expanding social influence 
of civil society by censoring and banning?® its main channel of communication, the 
newspapers, and the Western ideas contained in them. Soon after, censorship against 
newspapers became a widespread practice.?? 

A quantitative analysis?? of the establishment of newspapers in the Ottoman empire 
illuminates the complex relationship between the rise in Western ideas, as operationalized 
by the number of newspapers founded in the empire, and the sultan's attempts to control 
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them, as quantified by the number of bans exercised by the sultan. The overall curve 
demonstrates that after the establishment of the official Ottoman gazette in 1832, the 
number of newspapers increased in a steady although uneven mode. The numbers of 
Western newspapers multiplied in the mid-nineteenth century as the sons of Ottoman 
officials and Western-educated students founded or staffed more Ottoman newspapers. 
The steady rise in the decade 1850-60 was also due to the effects of the Crimean war, 
which introduced new practices such as the use of the telegraph, the establishment of the 
first daily newspaper in Turkish, European war correspondents residing in Constantinople, 
and an increasing proclivity to receive news on a daily basis (Lewis 1979: 147, 185). The 
1870s were a period of expansion?! in Ottoman civil society in all realms, from news- 
papers to specialty journals. Political satire journals started in 1873, and many were soon 
published in rapid succession (Derman 1984: 72). The first Ottoman encyclopedia was 
published in 1869 on science and knowledge, and others followed throughout the century 
(Akbayar 1984: 219—27). Journals for children started in 1869 as well (Gencel 1984: 185), 
and one for women was initiated a year earlier in 1868. The first Ottoman women's 
journal, A Garden in Bloom (Sükufezar) published by women came out in 1886 (Ilyasoglu 
and Insel 1984: 164). I conjecture that all these newspapers, the personne! producing 
them, and the public reading them can be taken as indicators of the emerging Ottoman 
civil society and the bourgeoisie embedded within it. The decline in the graph set in with 
the sultan’s abolition of the Ottoman constitutional assembly, continuing until 1890, when 
the sultan himself was deposed by the oppositional Young Turk movement of the Ottoman 
bourgeoisie. The upturn after the deposition might indicate the effectiveness with which 
the newspapers were established to secure communication within Ottoman civil society. 
An in-depth analysis of the graph precisely articulates the nature of the social obstacles to 
the establishment of newspapers, and thus, as I conjecture, to the circulation of Western 
ideas. The dips in the 1860s and 1870s probably reflect the effects of the 1867 press law 
promulgated by the sultan to control the circulation of knowledge and the 1873 decree of 
the sultan to restrict the freedom of the press. The decline after the 1880s once more 
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coincides with the abolition of the Ottoman constitutional assembly by the Ottoman 
sultan. Even though the graph does not extend that far, the effects seem to continue until 
the deposition of the sultan in April 1909, whereupon there is once more a resurgence of 
serial publications. 

The graph has two shortcomings, however, one quantitative and one qualitative. 
First, the population (N) of ninety-three newspapers does not include those Ottoman 
newspapers started abroad, mostly in Europe, that were critical of the sultan's role. Exile 
journalism flourished as many opponents of the sultan, mostly the students or recent 
graduates of the Western-style state schools, fled to Europe, primarily France, and started 
publications there. In 1868, the first journal, Freedom (Hürriyet) was published abroad, 
followed by other journals. By the end of the nineteenth century, fifty-seven Ottoman 
newspapers were in circulation in Europe, and, of these, forty were published in Ottoman, 
two in Arabic, and fifteen in French (Nüzhet 1931: 79—80). These newspapers were 
especially significant because of the large number of copies smuggled into the empire.42 
The reasons behind the Ottoman sultan's inability to prevent the expansion of civil society 
at the expense of the Ottoman state become more evident when this exile journalism and 
its impact on the empire are taken into account. The second shortcoming is a qualitative 
one. The graph does not take into account the velocity at which these newspapers were 
circulated within the empire. Not only were banned Ottoman and European newspapers 
clandestinely sent to secret addresses in the empire (Temo [1939] 1987: 59, 170), but they 
and the few that were published legitimately or underground within the empire were 
swiftly circulated through clandestine networks. Ottoman Muslim students of the Western- 
style state schools, often the most devout audience of these publications, often invented 
many ingenious methods of circulation. One memoir, for instance, recounted how, in the 
late nineteenth century, the military medical students accessed such publications: 


The medical students would get the newspapers from the French postal agencies in the 
empire, tie them to ropes and dangle them from their dormitory windows until night- 
time when, upon the return to the dormitory from the classroom, one student would 
wait at the door to alert for possible incoming officers, while another stood on the bunk 
bed and read aloud the news to the fifty to sixty students in each dormitory. . . . These 
newspapers were then hidden in toilets... and later taken out of the school and 
wrapped inside the garments of students [and eventually] abandoned in mosques. (Nur 
[1928] 1992: 111—12) 


Reading salons, where one could read all the newspapers for a minimal amount, also 
accelerated the circulation of such ideas.43 Indeed, these instances demonstrate even more 
strongly the efficiency with which ideas, especially ones of Western origin, circulated 
throughout the empire within the newly emerging social groups to foster the seeds of 
Ottoman civil society. Even though they were occasionally obstructed by the sultan's 
attempts to control the flow of knowledge in the empire, the effects of these obstructions 
were impermanent. 


Voluntary Associations 


Before the nineteenth century, the Ottoman religious endowment, as the only public 
association outside the Ottoman state, provided a large spectrum of social acts that 
qualified as pious deeds. It was also the only context within which Ottoman subjects could 
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exercise their personal and voluntaristic choice of religious piety by endowing goods, 
buildings, fountains, schools, or even annual prayers to any social unit of their choice. 
These religious endowments were organizationally different from the nineteenth-century 
voluntary associations that succeeded them, however. The benefactors of religious endow- 
ments were never a clearly defined group but remained a part of the vast community of 
Muslim believers. Unlike the members of voluntary associations, these benefactors did not 
comprise a well-bounded group of individuals that were structurally and ideologically 
united around a common cause. Voluntary associations have specific criteria for including 
some individuals and excluding others; as they exercise these criteria, they create new 
meanings both within the association and also without.^4 

In addition to the religious endowment, the Ottoman household structure and infor- 
mal gatherings within the context of households provide the other organizational basis that 
supported the establishment of voluntary associations. Members of Ottoman office- 
households had always gathered periodically in their residences to discuss the affairs of 
the empire.^* Yet such gatherings, as well as those in mosques, marketplaces, and coffee 
houses were categorized as informal, unintentional social interactions. Indeed, if there was 
a specific explicit purpose, other than the customary ones such as weddings, circumci- 
sions, and religious holidays, the Ottoman state often interpreted these interactions as 
seditious activity against the state and banished the members. In the nineteenth century, 
however, the contexts within which such interactions occurred expanded to include the 
new Western-style schools, government offices, and public performing art centers, such as 
the theater. For instance, in the late nineteenth century, one Ottoman official, Nazim 
Pasha, the father of the poet Nazim Hikmet, remarked upon how "a group of youth who 
thought of themselves as enlightened met most nights to go to the only theater in town 
where they would discuss the play and affairs of the empire during intermission" and how 
"debates on the Ottoman code of laws took place at all meeting locations ranging from 
offices to schools to residences" (Nazim [1900] 1992: 62-63, 57—58). As these new 
contexts multiplied throughout the empire, knowledge outside the sultan's control ex- 
panded with it. 

It is hard to date the Ottoman transformation from such informal affiliations to 
voluntary associations. In the West, such associations, either state sponsored, such as 
the French Académie Frangaise, or independent, such as the British Royal Society, 
were instituted during the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. Literary and philosoph- 
ical societies were first created in the 1790s but spread out in the 1820s to foster the 
bourgeoisie's bid for legitimacy and power (Morris 1990b: 410). The first such inde- 
pendent Ottoman association is asserted (Mardin 1962: 219; İhsanoğlu 1987c: 43-74) 
to be the “Beşiktaş group," which was founded in 1826 and named after the Istanbul 
neighborhood where most of the members resided. The members,^$ who were mostly 
Ottoman state officials and religious scholars, met regularly in the residence of the 
member Ismail Ferruh Efendi and regularly collected annual dues. The explicit purpose 
of the association was cited as “learning and teaching among all those individuals long- 
ing for science and education” (Ihsanoglu 1987c: 49-50). Also, only those individuals 
whom the members “personally knew” could be admitted to the association. This selec- 
tive stance on admission and the ambiguity in defining the purpose of the association 
soon led the Ottoman state to deport the group “for engaging in unorthodox activity 
against the state."^7 Indeed, by selecting members according to their own criteria, 
which were independent from those prescribed and legitimated by the Ottoman state, 
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the group did exercise a power of exclusion. Yet, the vague intended aim of this group 
as "interest in science and education" disqualifies it as the first Ottoman voluntary as- 
sociation. 

The origins of Ottoman state-sponsored associations (İhsanoğlu 1987b: 6-10) can be 
traced back to the “Law Council” (Meclis-i Valayı Ahkam-ı Adliye) the Ottoman sultan 
created in 1837 to oversee, in an advisory capacity, the formulation of new legal regula- 
tions after the Western mode, and the “Provisory Council” (Meclis-i Muvakkat) formed in 
1845 to advise in the reorganization of Ottoman science and education after the Western 
model. The term “association” (or society) was first used in 1845 by the Provisory Council 
to refer to the need to establish an “Ottoman Academy of Science” (Encümen-i Danis), 
that is “an association of learned men who could produce the books that are most crucial 
for the populace.4? As the Ottoman press diffused information on how such associations 
functioned in the West, European orientalists in the empire founded its first independent 
association in 1853, the Société Oriental de Constantinople. Taking the French Société 
Asiatique as its model, this association defined its aim as collecting and disseminating 
information on the East, particularly the Ottoman empire. Among the twenty-three mem- 
bers of this association,4? there were no Muslims, and only three Ottoman minority 
members, two Greeks and one Armenian. Muslim intellectuals formed their own organiza- 
tion in 1861, as the Ottoman Scientific Society (Cemiyet-i ilmiye-i Osmaniye), under the 
leadership of Halil Bey, Ottoman ambassador to St. Petersburg. The organization defined 
its goal as “the compilation and translation of all works on science and education, with the 
exception?? of religion and politics" (Mardin 1962: 238-40; İhsanoğlu 1987a: 203-14). 
This goal brought to the fore two issues surrounding Ottoman voluntary associations. First 
was the type of social activity they chose to engage in, namely, the compilation and 
translation of all pertinent works in Western languages into Ottoman, which accelerated 
the diffusion of Western ideas into Ottoman society. The other was the context in which 
such social activity was explicitly excluded, namely, the much contested spheres of 
religion and politics. This attempt to limit the boundaries of the social activities voluntary 
associations could engage in eventually failed, however, as the associations started to 
provide more and more services to the newly emerging Ottoman civil society. Such 
services comprised, for instance, in the case of the Ottoman scientific society, a reading 
room,?! with a library of more than six hundred volumes and many European newspapers, 
where free?? lessons were also provided in English, Greek, and French on topics relating 
to law, economy, and politics to science students two or three times a week. The associa- 
tion also published a periodical, The Journal of Sciences (Mecmua-i Fünun),?? which 
translated and popularized Western science among the Ottomans. The Scientific Society 
(Cemiyet-i Ilmiye), founded in 1879—80, was similarly established to diffuse Western 
science and technology in Ottoman society. State regulations licensing such associations 
soon followed. In 1889, the Ottoman juridical system licensed the establishment of such 
associations and in 1909 legislated that all such organizations report their activities to the 
state (ihsanoğlu 1987b: 4). It was only in 1914, with the establishment of the Turkish 
Knowledge Society (Türk Bilgi Derneği), that indigenous research for the accumulation of 
knowledge became a priority over the translation of Western science. The organization 
defined the areas of knowledge as Turcology, Islam, biology, philosophy, sociology, 
mathematics, materialism, and Turkism. 

The pattern in which Ottoman professional associations formed reflected their prox- 
imity to the state. Those professions such as medicine and pharmacy that were closer to 
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civil society than the state organized much sooner than those such as engineering and 
architecture that were, for long periods, associated with the state. Another attribute of 
these professional associations was their inability to overcome the ethno-religious divide 
in Ottoman society; Ottoman Muslims and minorities often formed analogous organiza- 
tions in each profession. The first Ottoman professional association, the Société Médicale 
de Constantinople, was established in 1856, during the Crimean war, upon the recommen- 
dation of the English army physician P. Pincoffs (ihsanoglu 1987b: 10—15). The physi- 
cians of the allied forces in the capital and the European physicians residing in Constan- 
tinople constituted the members of the association. This society, which also put out the 
Gazette Médicale d'Orient, did not have any Ottoman Muslim physicians as members 
(Cevdet Pasha 1872: 196). The first Muslim attempt to establish such an association in 
1865 coincided with the graduation of the first cohort of Western-style medical schools of 
the empire. These graduates articulated three objectives in founding such a medicai 
association: first, to diffuse medical sciences throughout society; second, to strive to 
transform the Ottoman medical education conducted in the French language into Turkish; 
and third, to Turkify the medical language. The conscious attempt of this society to move 
beyond translation efforts to create an Ottoman body of medical knowledge demonstrates, 
once more, the aftermath of Western-style education, which had provided its students with 
skills to undertake such an interpretation of Western knowledge. Before 1921, more than 
ten such associations were established by Muslim and minority physicians. This emerging 
ethno-religious divide, which reflected the prior segmentation of Ottoman artisanal groups, 
became pervasive in professional associations, however. For instance, in pharmacy, minor- 
ity pharmacists established the Société de Pharmacie de Constantinople in 1879, and the 
Muslims founded the Association for the Union of Ottoman Pharmacists in 1909. Even 
though the latter also included minorities at the start, these then separated to form the 
Société des Pharmaciens de l'Empire Ottoman. Similar divides along ethno-religious lines 
differentiated Muslim and minority professional associations in other fields as well, in- 
cluding those for veterinarians, agriculturalists, dentists, engineers, architects, geogra- 
phers, and natural scientists. 

How effective were these voluntary associations in fostering Ottoman civil society 
and the Ottoman bourgeoisie embedded within it? The scant historical evidence on the 
issue demonstrates that Ottoman voluntary associations had the potential to mobilize 
society but also that this potential was often carefully controlled and curbed by the 
Ottoman state. For instance, when the Bosnia—Hercegovina conflict started in the late 
nineteenth century, some Ottoman students organized into voluntary associations, donning 
uniforms, forming their own military battalions, and enlisting others—only to be hastily 
dismantled by the Ottoman sultan, who perceived such mobilization as a potential threat to 
his rule (Nazim [1900] 1992: 68). Such voluntary associations also rallied to the support 
of those state officials with whom their interests coalesced. In the mid-nineteenth century, 
when the popular Ottoman statesman Mithat Pasha, who advocated constitutional rule, 
was deported by the sultan, voluntary associations and Western-style schools organized, in 
two or three days, a petition containing eighty thousand signatures on behalf of the 
statesman (Nazim [1900] 1992: 78). Still, in the end, the petition could not prevent the 
trial and execution of the statesman. Indeed, one can only conclude that in the Ottoman 
empire, newspapers and voluntary associations provided a new social sphere for the 
emerging civil society and the bourgeoisie, yet this sphere was continually contested by 
the sultan and his state. 
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Polarization Within the Bourgeoisie: Ethnicity, Capitalism, 
and Nationalism 


The Ottoman bourgeoisie, which could, in theory, organize around a common vision of 
future society, thus was not able to carry this vision through in practice. Instead, it 
polarized in the late nineteenth century into different ethnic and religious segments with 
disparate visions. The combination of the newly emergent capitalism and nationalism with 
the existing Ottoman social structure determined the nature of this polarization.54 

The first Ottoman encounter with Western nationalism through the independence 
movements of the Ottoman minorities had indeed been a negative one. In addition, 
Ottoman attempts to counter the effects of this nationalism by promoting the concept of 
“Ottomanism” also failed (Kuran 1968: 109—17), when it was discovered that, beyond its 
physical borders, there were no strong imagined unifying patterns among the multiplicity 
of groups comprising the empire. The only other possible pattern based on the dominant 
religion generated the possibility of “Islamism” as a mobilizing force (Hanioglu 1985). 
One Ottoman sultan in particular, Abdiilhamid II, did indeed firmly advocate this policy 
until his overthrow. Yet the emerging separatist movements among the Albanian and Arab 
Muslims of the empire destroyed this possibility leaving only ethnic Turkish nationalism 
as a viable alternative. “Turkish nationalism” (Georgeon 1986) slowly grew in the late 
nineteenth century after the Crimean war and the invasion of Central Asia by the Russians. 
These historical events increased Turkish self-awareness as many Turkic people immi- 
grated from the Russian to the Ottoman empire. The new Turkish immigrants actively 
studied the linguistic and historical “homogeneity” of the Turks and advocated a Turkish- 
Islamic identity, the plausibility of which rapidly increased after the Ottoman—Greek war 
of 1897. The emergent Ottoman bourgeoisie therefore also divided along this ethnic line. 

Why could the Ottoman bourgeoisie, as a class, not surmount the ethnic divide? After 
all, it could, in theory, have socially reproduced itself along the parameters advocated by 
the intellectuals and the civil society within which they were embedded. The origins of 
such a failure need to be located in Ottoman intra-bourgeois relations,?? in the segmen- 
tation along ethno-religious lines. The Ottoman Muslims and minorities drew upon dis- 
parate elements in constructing>® their "imagined" political communities. Hence, the 
transition from ethnicity to nationalism, from religious community to nation, occurred 
differently in different parts of Ottoman society. This construction also initially obfus- 
cated5’ class inequalities and individualized class relations at the level of politics and 
ideology; people of different economic locations “all appeared in politics as undifferenti- 
ated ‘individuals,’ or ‘citizens’” (Przeworski 1985: 13). 

Memoirs of Muslim Ottoman intellectuals and officials?8 often provide instances of 
this gradual polarization. One such instance exists in the late nineteenth-century reflec- 
tions of an Ottoman military physician,°? a graduate of the Western-style school and a 
political antagonist of the sultan. The case centers around the deportation of his cohort to 
Tripoli for treason, his subsequent debates with the locals there, and his later visions of 
Ottoman social change (Mehmetefendioglu 1897: 23—25, 27, 40—42). Upon being ar- 
rested for “treason against the state," the physician first recounts his discussions with the 
soldiers as he explains that he and others fought to liberate their motherland from oppres- 
sion: 


In order to anathematize us, they [the sultan’s men] had told the naive soldiers [who 
arrested us] that we were Greek spies. This blow by the vile, tyrannical [Ottoman] 
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government was the most difficult one for me to accept. My eyes teared up. “No, my 
brother, no," I shouted, "they have deceived you, they lied to you— we are not spies, 
we are not traitors to our motherland. We, like you, fought for our country. You battled 
those who attacked our homeland from outside [our borders] and won. We declared 
war on those inside our motherland and we are sure we will also be victorious." (1897: 
23-25) 


It was this image of the Muslim patriots against the tyrannical sultan that dominated most 
of the discourse of late nineteenth-century Ottoman society. The fight was always “to save 
their nation, their motherland from this band of brigands . . . and tyrants who tear down 
houses, grab earnings, and suck the blood of the motherland dry" (1897: 25). How would 
such a fight eventually succeed and what would happen then were rarely discussed. Like 
all visions of change embedded in the Enlightenment tradition, they all assumed that their 
morally just cause would "naturally" succeed® and progress toward a civilized society 
would then *naturally" follow. Hence, Enlightenment ideas, often combined with Islamic 
ideals of social justice, provided the patriots with a unified yet abstract vision. Deposing 
the current Ottoman sultan became defined as the immediate, common, tangible goal. 

The fervor of both sides, the “tyrants” and the “patriots,” was continually displayed 
in symbolic rituals. In this case, during the deportation of the seventy-six patriots to 
Tripoli, the Ottoman band representing the sultan played the tune of a military parade 
song, "The impious cruel traitor who invented a thousand evils from one evil," while the 
banished responded by shouting three times, in return, "Long live the motherland! Die 
tyranny!” and then bursting into the tune of a popular song, “Everywhere I turn, there are 
sighs and tears, compassion, affection have disappeared" (Mehmetefendioglu 1897: 11, 
27). The reason for the deportation was the active mobilization of the newly skilled 
bourgeoisie to bring constitutional rule to the empire. The successful revolution that 
occurred eleven years after their departure brought to the surface, however, the conflicts 
among the subjects of the empire that had stayed concealed during the united opposition to 
the sultan. In this case, the debate between the deported patriots and the members of the 
Tripoli municipal council, who wanted to send them back to the capital immediately, 
centered around who was looking after the interests of the empire and how. This debate 
illustrated the conflicts developing from within the Muslim bourgeoisie, conflicts that 
eventually led to the dissolution of the empire and the emergence of local nationalisms. 
First, debate ensued around defining the political identities of the two parties. The local 
Tripoli notables started to oppose the patriots, insisting: 


We will never [engage in a dialogue with you] because you are, like the Young Turks, 
all atheists. By declaring freedom, they [the Young Turks] want to turn us into infidels, 
make us accept the customs of the infidels, coerce us to be brothers with the Jews, and 
parade our women naked in the streets. . . . Now freedom has been restored. Do not 
meddle in our affairs and go back to your country. This country is ours, not yours. We 
have been here for centuries, our ancestors are buried here. You are foreigners. (1897: 
39-40) 


The community of Muslim believers, once united as the “dominant group” (millet-i 
hakime) under the Ottoman empire, thus started to crumple as local communities em- 
ployed different criteria in constructing their identities. The response of the Ottoman 
physician to this devastating criticism portrays the dwindling Ottomanist vision of the 
patriots. This vision had a very different definition of motherland, one that trespassed the 
geographical borders the locals were so stubbornly clinging to; it also illustrated how 
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disparate the boundaries of imagined communities within the Ottoman empire had be- 
come. 


First, this is not your country but the country of all the Ottomans. The difference 
between us is that you consider only Tripoli as motherland, whereas we consider her, 
Anatolia, the Balkans and Arabia as motherland by virtue of all being a part of the 
lands of the Ottoman empire. . . . If we, like you, had only considered as our mother- 
land the place where we were born and provided for, we would not have trampled on 
our careers, our families, our freedom to come here. [Hence] there is not one person 
among you who, during our [eleven years of] exile here, has served our country as 
much as we have [done]. . . . [Also] you misinterpret constitutionalism. [It does] not 
intervene in anyone's beliefs or force them to abandon their religion. . . . Do you know 
what the method of political consultation /mesverer] means? [It means that] no one will 
be able to tyrannize you, and you will be able to insist on what is due to you . . . the 
law will be equal for all. (1897: 40-41) 


It was this promise of the notion of equality that, had it actually been delivered, might 
have united the Ottoman bourgeoisie. Yet, instead, social groups constructed and pursued 
definitions of equality that different latent assumptions embedded in them. 

Muslim patriots envisioned sharing equality with all, but only under the rules they 
themselves determined. The minorities wanted equality to erase all social differences 
among them and the Muslims and were frustrated when this did not occur. Hence, the 
existing differences within Ottoman society became further polarized. The Ottoman Mus- 
lims, rather than developing alternate, mutually beneficial cosmopolitan rules and regula- 
tions that would guide social and political behavior, increasingly blamed the minorities for 
their lack of participation in the causes of freedom as they, the Muslims, had defined them. 
Not adequately recognizing the structural persistence of the constraints that Ottoman 
society had placed on the minorities, the Muslims derided apolitical or separationist 
minority behavior and excluded them from their vision. More and more of them started to 
take notice of the inadequacies in the minority response to the “united march to freedom" 
(Mehmed Rauf [1911] 1991: 90). The initial deliberations on the secret political organiza- 
tion of the Union and Progress party, which eventually emerged victorious at the expense 
of the reigning sultan to govern the empire, showed the extent of this polarization. During 
the debates on who should qualify as a member of the organization, one of the founders, 
after noting that some minorities could not adequately serve the cause “for many reasons,” 
argued for “all trustworthy Ottomans regardless of religion or nationality" to be included 
in the ranks. His argument was immediately disputed by others who argued that “only 
Muslims should qualify" (Temo [1939] 1987: 17). Even though this historical anecdote 
did not specify which viewpoint eventually prevailed, in the end, there were no minorities 
among the founding members of the organization. 

Soon after, the increasing contrasts of the minority behavior with that of the Muslims 
commenced to result consistently in a negative assessment of the former. For instance, in 
one late nineteenth-century article on the concept of equality, a leading Ottoman intellec- 
tual, Namik Kemal, undertook the following comparison of who sacrificed what for the 
motherland: 


Let us not forget that our society demonstrates the most strange form of equality. We, 
who are Muslims, serve our motherland both with our money and our lives. Our other 
fellow citizens, the minorities, only expend money. Is it a divine decree that we per- 
form the function of watchguards while they act as moneychangers?9! (Chmielowska 
1990: 235) 
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There was no longer a sultan that all the Ottomans were subject to, but instead an abstract 
motherland toward which all somehow fulfilled their obligations differently. The Ottoman 
Muslims first started to become increasingly aware of these disparate images of mother- 
land surrounding them. They then realized that other ethnic Muslims in the Ottoman 
empire, such as the Arabs, also had different future scenarios in mind. Most agreed that 
such images were the unintended consequences of eighteenth- and nineteenth-century 
Ottoman social change alone. As one Muslim army physician noted in the late nineteenth 
century, 


We saw that a Circassian club had opened in our neighborhood. Then an Albanian 


association was formed. Soon after, an Arab philanthropic society appeared! . . . Cir- 
cassians wanted their freedom, as did the Albanians. The members of all these clubs 
were graduates of our own schools. . . . Hence the Bulgarian . . . Albanian . . . Arab 


independence movements were all manned by those reared and educated in our coun- 
try, our schools. . . . (Nur [1928] 1992: 268) 


Yet the effect on the empire of the Ottoman Muslim ethnically Turkish subjects rallying 
around such a specific nationalism would have been dire. The same army physician noted, 
at a later point in his memoirs, what the consequence would have been: 


I am dying for the Turkish cause, but I am carrying this cause like a secret bowl in me. I 
do not tell about it to anyone. For I know that if we do that, our action will legitimate 
the explication of the inner thoughts of the others. And that would mean the fragmenta- 
tion, the extinction of the empire. (330) 


Yet, once formed, it was hard to eliminate the “we” versus “the others" discourse that is 
already evident in the quotation. As the Ottomans scientifically convinced themselves that 
their Turkic language and civilization had developed much earlier than those of the 
Europeans, they became more affirmative in their pride for a "glorious national heritage" 
(Georgeon 1986: 28). Indeed, the new early nineteenth-century findings in Turcology9? 
combined with the ethnic patriotism of the Turkic migrants from the Balkans and the 
Russian empire to produce Turkish nationalism.9? The possible multiethnic multireligious 
image of the empire was thus displaced by a Turkish nation-state structured around a 
Turkic-Muslim vision of the motherland. 


Conclusion: The Emergence of a 
Bifurcated Ottoman Bourgeoisie 


It was the interaction of internal and external factors and the subsequent emergence of a 
bifurcated bourgeoisie that led to the demise of the Ottoman empire. The Ottoman empire 
was structured into office-households that developed their own power bases and chal- 
lenged the sultan's control. In response to this development and to increasing Ottoman de- 
feats against Western-trained armies, the sultan introduced Western institutional innova- 
tions, mostly in military organization and education, to train a new corps of officials that 
would be loyal to his person. Yet, the Enlightenment ideas inherent in this Western 
education led Ottoman officials to develop ties with one another at the expense of the 
sultan. As these officials created social networks among themselves and acquired Western 
scientific expertise, they formed social resources that the sultan was unable to wrest away 
from them. These officials constituted the origins of the Ottoman bureaucratic bour- 
geoisie. 

Concomitantly, increasing trade with the West intersected with the existing ethnic 
differentiation among Ottoman merchants to lead to the emergence of a new social group 
of Ottoman minorities who wrested economic resources away from the sultan by entering 
Western political protection. This protection also helped them escape the sultan's confisca- 
tion and control. As they developed networks among themselves and with the West and 
acquired wealth and Western goods, these minorities formed the origins of the Ottoman 
commercial bourgeoisie. It was this split within the Ottoman bourgeoisie in its formative 
stages, that which was structurally insurmountable, that led to the demise of the empire. 
This argument of the book is summarized in the table on page 139. 

In the eighteenth and nineteenth centuries, Ottoman contact with the West through 
war and commerce interacted with the office-households and ethno-religious stratification 
contained in the Ottoman social structure to determine the parameters of Ottoman social 
change. The response of the sultan to this interaction also developed within boundaries set 
by the historical context: he employed Western-style education to train a new cadre of 
young officials loyal to his person and confiscation to curb surplus accumulation among 
Ottoman minority merchants. This reaction led to the unintended consequence of Ottoman 
bourgeois formation, which polarized and segmented along ethno-religious lines. During 
these two centuries, a Muslim Turkish bureaucratic bourgeoisie trained in Western-style 
schools formed to separate irretrievably from the minority, mostly Christian commercial 
bourgeoisie, which had developed through Western trade. Western ideas such as civiliza- 
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tion, equality, and national identity were particularly significant in securing this irretriev- 
able separation. The analysis offered in the book stops at this point on the table. 


Ottoman Westernization and Social Change 














Western Ottoman social Response of Unintended 
contact structure the sultan consequences Outcome 
War Office-households Western-style Bureaucratic Atatürk and the rise 
education bourgeoisie of the Turkish 
nation-state 
Commerce Ethno-religious Confiscation and Commercial Segmented 
stratification control bourgeoisie bourgeois 


formation and 
migrations 


The next column on the table, that of outcome, anticipates the possible implications 
of the analysis: in the twentieth century, the labors of the Ottoman bureaucratic bour- 
geoisie under the guidance of Mustafa Kemal Atatürk create the Turkish nation-state. The 
process that leads to the formation of such a state, however, decimates the minority 
commercial bourgeoisie and eventually relegates Turkey to the semi-periphery of the 
world order. Yet, this stage also sets my next research agenda, that of analyzing the impact 
of Western-style education and nationalism on Ottoman society. 


Implications of the Findings 


What role did the West ultimately play in the demise of the Ottoman empire? Rather than 
deny the significance of the West in eighteenth- and nineteenth-century Ottoman social 
change, it is more productive to take issue with the assumed omnipotence of the West, its 
assumed agency in generating change in the rest of the world. The critique of this assumed 
agency ought to be a point of departure that would eventually lead to restoring the agency 
of the recipient societies. The role of the West in Ottoman change is better explained 
through analyzing the specific historical content of Western ideas, institutions, and econ- 
omies and the distinctive context of the Ottoman social structure within which such 
Westernization was interpreted by Ottoman social groups. 

By doing so, the implied narrative in Ottoman social change of the overbearing 
determinacy of the West, the haphazardness of industrialization, and the dreadful failure to 
adapt is replaced with an analysis of Ottoman objective conditions and their subjective 
interpretations by social actors within the specific conjuncture of Westernization. Both the 
“otherness” of Eastern transformations and the primacy of Western change in explaining 
away the rest of the world are thus eliminated. Instead, the analysis through archival 
sources of external influences on and internal dynamics in Ottoman society reveals new 
conceptions, such as class segmentation, which produce fresh insights into patterns of late 
Ottoman and Republican social change. 


Segmented Class Formation 


Analyses of Ottoman inheritance records to approximate the adoption of Western goods, 
Western-style schools to analyze the diffusion pattern of Western institutions, and the 
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growth of newspapers in the empire to estimate the pattern of circulation of Western ideas 
suggest possible novel measures of bourgeois class formation. The ensuing segmentation 
that occurs in Ottoman bourgeois class formation may provide additional insights into the 
growing literature on class fragmentation. 

Marx's use of the concept of class fragments in the Eighteenth Brumaire (see Zeitlin 
1984: 9; Roy 1984: 494—95) refers to which segments of bourgeoisie "actually [make] the 
laws, [are] at the head of the administration of the state, [have] command of all the 
organized public authorities" and which segments are excluded from political power. 
Hence, access to political power produces divisions within the emergent bourgeoisie. 
Among the recent applications of this approach, Maurice Zeitlin (1980, 1984) extends the 
tension between economic and political power in producing these fissions to determine 
who among the rival segments of the dominant bourgeois class in Chile lead social 
change, and David Abraham (1981) explains the emergence of the Nazi party through the 
sharpening internal tensions among the dominant class fractions of Weimar Germany. 


The Role of Education 


In the Ottoman context, Western-style education, which was introduced to unite society, 
instead deepened the existing gaps between segments into chasms. Analyzing this paradox 
will form the subject of my next volume. In it, I will study the Ottoman educational system 
to trace the production and reproduction of different Ottoman bourgeois visions and 
compare the different societal visions created by the Western-style state, missionary, and 
minority schools. The Ottoman group that emerged triumphant had, as Zeitlin proposes, 
the capacity to "fashion, as their conscious creation, a distinctive political culture for their 
class, one which simultaneously provides them with a contrary explanation of their com- 
mon situation and an alternative vision of their possible future" (1980: 18). In late 
nineteenth- and early twentieth-century Ottoman society, the bureaucratic bourgeoisie 
educated in Western-style state schools emerged to fashion such a political culture; state- 
educated Muslim Turks thus triumphed over the missionary and minority school-educated 
minorities. 


The Demise of the Ottoman Minority Bourgeoisie 


The segmented bourgeois formation also provides insights into the processes that led to the 
demise of the Ottoman minority bourgeoisie. When the Ottoman state centralized power, 
and when, in addition, the nationalist vision became ascendant and gave precedence to the 
Turkish language and heritage, the minority bourgeoisie started to dwindle. Ottoman 
Armenians in Anatolia were forcefully transferred and decimated in the process—the rest 
left the empire. Most Ottoman Greeks departed when Greece and the new Turkish republic 
agreed to and enforced a population exchange across their borders. Ottoman Jews migrated 
to the West or to Jerusalem. Ottoman Arab Christians joined the emerging Arab national 
movements. Hence, the empire lost its cosmopolitan character and transformed itself into a 
homogenized nation-state. 


The Constitution of the Turkish State 


The social boundaries of the Turkish national bourgeoisie were also affected by the 
segmented Ottoman bourgeois formation. The modern nation-state of the Turkish republic 
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was founded in 1923, on the remnants of the Ottoman empire, by Mustafa Kemal Atatiirk, 
an Ottoman general. Mustafa Kemal and other members of the Ottoman bureaucratic 
bourgeoisie formed the new Turkish national bourgeoisie around the clearly defined social 
parameters of Westernism, secularism, and nationalism. Taking their cue from Ottoman 
segmentation, they included reformist Muslim Turks and excluded cosmopolitan non- 
Muslim Ottoman minorities from the national bourgeoisie. 

Drawing the boundaries of the national bourgeoisie in accordance with this premise 
produced another unintended consequence for the Turkish republic, however: the new 
dominant class, by its premises, also created and excluded from power two significant 
segments of the population, those who still identified strongly with Islam and those who 
belonged to other ethnic groups, such as the Kurds. It is therefore not surprising that in 
contemporary Turkey, the two significant challenges to the Turkish national bourgeoisie 
coalesce around the Islamist and Kurdish movements, both of which attempt to generate 
an Islamist and Kurdish bourgeoisie in opposition to the dominant nationalist one. 


New Frontiers 


Moving beyond the Ottoman empire and the Turkish republic, the concept of bifurcated 
class formation may also provide insight into the structural weakness of the bourgeoisie 
throughout the Middle East, Asia, and Africa. For instance, in Kenya, one can argue that 
the British colonial policy of the importation of Asian Indians and the successful indepen- 
dence movement produced a similarly bifurcated bourgeoisie. Today, while Asian Indians 
and the British predominately comprise the Kenyan commercial bourgeoisie, indigenous 
Africans control the state and mostly staff the bureaucratic and political cadres. In Mal- 
aysia, the Chinese who had for centuries settled on the island for trade form the Malaysian 
commercial bourgeoisie and are still distinct from the Malays who control the state. In 
Uzbekistan, the experience of communist rule influences the current bourgeois structure 
as the former party leaders, capitalizing on their administrative expertise, staff the Uzbek 
bureaucratic bourgeoisie, and, at the same time, attempt to control the burgeoning com- 
mercial bourgeoisie. These observations may lead to new insights into the role of class 
segmentation as a vehicle for social change. 

In the case of modern Turkey, bifurcated class formation provides a most intriguing 
way of thinking about the determinants of Turkey’s current location in the world order. 
Had the Ottoman bureaucratic bourgeoisie not become nationalistic and eliminated the 
minority commercial bourgeoisie, then Turkey might today find itself closer to the center 
of the world order. However, had Atatiirk, a member of this bureaucratic bourgeoisie and 
the subsequent founder of the Turkish republic, not emerged, Turkey might just as easily 
have been relegated to the periphery. In the post—cold war world order, if Turkey does not 
repeat its past experience, the Islamist and Kurdish segments could be accommodated on 
their own terms and incorporated into a pluralist democracy. Such an ideal, long-term, but 
difficult outcome might move Turkey toward the center of the new world order. Alter- 
nately, if Turkey opts for the other short-term, but destructive outcome, Islamist and 
Kurdish challenges could be repressed with force and contained within a bureaucratic 
authoritarian system, thus dooming Turkey to the periphery once again. 
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Notes 


Introduction 


1. The first references to the idea of Europe can be traced to the Greeks. Europe was defined 
in opposition to the East. This East- West polarity also had an ideological dimension: the East 
implied lavish splendor, vulgarity, and arbitrary authority—all that was antithetical to Greece and 
Greek values. This perception persisted through the Roman period to acquire an emotional dimen- 
sion with the emergence of Christianity (Hay 1968: 14). 

2. In the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, overseas expansion endowed the concept of 
Europe with an image. In cartography and geographical works, Europe was portrayed as “crowned, 
cuirassed, holding a spectre and orb, with weapons, scientific instruments, a palette, books, and 
Christian symbols." This image was contrasted to those of other continents: “Asia, garlanded and 
richly dressed, holding an incense burner and supported by camels and monkeys; Africa, naked with 
elephants and lions, snakes and palms, and often with the sun's rays like a halo on the head; 
America, naked with a feathered head-dress, holding a bow and arrow" (Hay 1968: 104—5). 

3. Most explanations of the social processes that led to the rise of the West are based on the 
works of Karl Marx and Max Weber. Marx argued that the conjunction of three phenomena ac- 
counted for the rise of the West: a rural structure that allowed the peasantry to be set free at a certain 
point; urban craft development, which produced specialized, independent, nonagricultural commodi- 
ty production in the form of crafts; and the accumulation of monetary wealth derived from trade and 
usury (Hobsbawm 1965: 46, 128). According to Weber, the rise of the West entailed a transition from 
traditional to legal authority and from social to rationally organized action. The nature of rule 
changed as traditional authority legitimated by tradition gave way to legal authority based on 
contractual law where members had clearly defined responsibilities and obligations. The bureaucrat- 
ic organization played a crucial role in this Western transition as it transformed social action into 
rationally organized action (Weber 1978, I: 220, 226—31; II: 956-1005, 1028). 

4. The demographic revolution helped France retain its military ascendancy on the continent 
as its population exceeded that of any other major power. The French monarchy carefully balanced 
its demographic ascendancy with political centralization. Yet, in the eighteenth century, due to 
increasing economic production, trade, and urbanization, the struggle for the control of the state 
widened to include, in addition to the monarchy and aristocracy, urban-based social groups defined 
in general as the bourgeoisie. The ideology of the Enlightenment questioned the basic assumptions 
inherited from the past and emphasized rationality in explaining the individual's existence and 
position in society. As this ideology interacted with the popular challenge, the subsequent political 
upheaval resulted in the 1789 French revolution. 

5. The period 1740—70 was a crucial one in English history: the expansion of trade and 
production in terms of growing markets, increasing industrial output, and numerous technological 
inventions all coalesced to set the stage for the industrial revolution. England emphasized, in 
addition to agricultural production, trade and transportation of goods and bullion. It was the first 
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European society to inaugurate trade as a prime source of wealth; until then, land had been consid- 
ered the primary source. This trade altered the societal organization in England as it produced a new, 
urban-based social group, the bourgeoisie. 

6. The idea of a separate dining room did not become current in France until the sixteenth 
century and then only among the rich. Before, meals were taken in the kitchen. There was also no 
sophistication in European eating habits before the fifteenth or sixteenth centuries (Braudel 1981: 
183, 187, 308; 1967: 139, 223-24): the use of a spoon, a fork, a knife, and individual glasses for 
each guest did not become widespread until the sixteenth century. When meals were moved to a 
separate dining room, the ceremonial attached to the meal increased. 

7. The initial spatial differentiation of a dining room was then carried to the rest of the living 
quarters. By the mid-eighteenth century, pantry, kitchen, dining, drawing, and bedrooms were all 
separated from each other. This separation was made possible by the invention of the corridor, which 
helped divide space according to usage. 

8. Reception rooms became immense with high ceilings and more open to the exterior; there 
was a superabundance of ornaments, sculptures, and decorative furniture such as buffets, heavily 
carved sideboards, which supported equally decorative pieces of silverware. Plates, dishes, pictures, 
and tapestries were now hung on the walls; the walls themselves were painted with complex motifs. 

9. Austria and Germany, the other political powers in Europe, differentiated themselves 
through their military organization and innovations. 

10. Its scope differentiates Westernization from former external influences such as Hellenization 
and Romanization (Momigliano 1975), Arabization, and Sinification. All these influences had been local. 

11. For extensive criticisms of modernization theory, see Tipps 1973: 199; Smith 1973: 61—63. 

12. As Edward Shils bluntly stated, however, “modern meant being Western without the onus 
of dependence on the West" (1965: 10). 

13. He states that we need to "uncover the history of ‘the people without history’—the active 
histories of ‘primitives,’ peasantries, laborers, immigrants, and besieged minorities" (Wolf 1982: x). 

14. These assumptions were: (1) society is a thing apart; (2) mental events cause social 
behavior; (3) social change is a coherent phenomenon; (4) processes of change take societies 
through stages; (5) differentiation is a progressive master process; (6) social order depends on the 
balance between processes of differentiation and integration; (7) disapproved behavior results from 
strain and excessive change; (8) illegitimate and legitimate forms of conflict, coercion, and expropri- 
ation stem from different processes (Tilly 1984: 14). 

15. Teodor Shanin applies Marx's historicity to Marx's work itself; he demonstrates how the 
late Marx “had a more complex and more realistic conceptualization of global heterogeneity of 
societal forms, dynamics and interdependence . . . due to four events" (1983: 6). These events were 
the Paris Commune, the discovery of prehistory, work on agricultural societies such as India, and 
Russian revolutionary populism. These events and other similar ones that showed change spreading 
through those societies considered backward led Marx to regard the multiple scenarios of change. 

16. Marx did, after all, as Anthony Brewer (1980: 12, 37) argues, emphasize how much the 
pre-existing social structure affected the development of capitalism. And his explanation of the 
transition from feudalism to capitalism in Western Europe relied heavily on internal dynamics 
(Hilton 1978; Holton 1985) to demonstrate how societies produced the preconditions of their own 
transformation. 

17. He could gather information solely through secondary sources, and, also, he could only 
define the social processes he read about his social system by negation—of what was not like in 
Western European change. In addition, his interest in the non-West was not systematic but derivative. 

18. This, of course, is not to argue that the bourgeoisie cannot ever exist in fragmented form; 
the argument criticizes those analyses that epistemologically predetermine such a model before any 
empirical study. 

19. Of course, the professed universalism of the bourgeoisie of itself as a class and the de- 
velopment and spread of bourgeois hegemony in the twentieth century have only fostered this 
skewed analysis. It 1s impossible to undertake a thorough analysis, as Koditschek argues, as long as 
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the bourgeoisie is depicted as a class “capable of acting collectively only defensively, in a negative 
sense" (1990: 13). 

20. Yet, one can argue, as some have (for example, Koditschek 1990: 7), that since class 
formation entails the opposition between two social groups, an analysis of the working class 
necessitates a concomitant study of the oppressors of this class, namely, the bourgeoisie. One must 
admit, however, that such an approach is methodologically correct but empirically very challenging. 

21. Of course, how this development took place is much debated. Most agree that the internal 
contradictions of the feudal mode of production caused the transformation (Hilton 1978, Holton 
1985), but others like Sweezy and Pirenne (Hilton 1978: 26—29) point to the significance of the 
external force of trade. 

22. The definition of this worth and the demarcation of the boundaries of status and income 
were historically contingent. The bourgeoisie became "structurally defined to include those who 
exercised control over large-scale capital or capitalist state or ideological apparatuses and derived 
their incomes primarily from interest, rent, and profit rather than from wages" (Aminzade 1981: 25). 
Aminzade's account of the formation of bourgeois hegemony in France is most articulate in its 
empirical historical depiction. He also explains how the universalist claims of the bourgeoisie, once 
formed, led to the development of bourgeois hegemony in France. 

23. The French revolution was interpreted as a "bourgeois" one in the nineteenth century 
(Hobsbawm 1989: 29) by the first postrevolutionary generation. This generation rightfully coupled 
the revolution with its most significant social consequence, the bourgeoisie. 

24. In middle-class formation, the British tradition also placed a much greater significance on 
the role of culture than the French (see, e.g., Thompson 1978; Calhoun 1982; Seed and Wolff 1984; 
Earle 1989). 

25. There is, of course, also a political dimension to this debate (Gunn 1988: 18): pointing out the 
failure of the bourgeoisie calls for an inversion of the Marxist synthesis to the contrary. Marxists had 
depicted the industrial bourgeoisie, not the landed aristocracy, as the master of British society after the 
middle of the nineteenth century. Debating the role of the bourgeoisie meant challenging the Marxist 
thesis. Nevertheless, British Marxists themselves have concurred with the need for more extensive 
analysis of the British bourgeoisie before the debate can be brought to an end. 

26. Yet, as Blackbourn (1977: 432) argues, such a "conservative" assessment is based more on 
prescription than explanation and makes gross overgeneralizations about the cohesion of the German 
bourgeoisie as a class. 

27. There are three such assumptions made in particular: (1) about the bourgeoisie as a dyna- 
mic force for progressive social and political change; (2) about the characteristics of a strong and 
fully developed bourgeoisie; and (3) about conceptualizing the bourgeoisie's historical presence as 
that of a collective acting subject (Eley 1984: 44). 

28. Marxist discussions of historical social change center predominantly on the inadequacies of 
the feudal and Asian modes of production in analyzing precapitalist societies. They increasingly 
highlight the significance of extra-economic forces in precapitalist societies; the debate, in particu- 
lar, over the Western transition from feudalism to capitalism centers around the source of change 
(Hilton 1978). In studying the transformation of political rule in the West, the Weberians focus on the 
process of change and the role of political structure in structuring this change. They emphasize, in 
addition to economic factors, the significance of state initiative, nationalism, and the diffusion of 
ideas in generating change (Bendix 1978). Yet, their delineation of the sources of change is not 
adequately developed into a theoretical model, remaining descriptive at best. 

29. Weber's analysis of social change derived from his theory of political action. Rational, 
traditional, and effectual orientations to political action gave rise to rational, traditional, or charis- 
matic authority in societies. Weber located the source of change in the constant fluctuation among 
these three types of authority; the process of routinization of each authority type generated social 
change. The increasing differentiation and rationalization within administrative organizations af- 
fected the type of political rule. Weber perceived social change in the interplay of organizational 
processes that led society to fluctuate between different types of political organization. 
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30. This definition nicely dovetails with the Western European tradition of thought on social 
change in non-Western contexts—a tradition that identifies what is different from the West rather 
than empirically analyzing what is actually there. 

31. The power “of the Turkish sultan and his administrative staff continued to be largely 
arbitrary despite all the rules and regulations" (Weber 1978: II, 1067—68, 1075). 

32. As Turner paraphrases, the “mosaic structure of the Islamic city and the militaristic ethos of 
Islam inhibited the development of a creative middle class of industrialists and merchants" (1978: 
46)—an inhibition that partially explains the absence of a capitalist democracy in the Middle East. 

33. The patrimonial office lacked the bureaucratic separation of the “private” and the “official” 
spheres; patrimonial domination was based on authority, unlike the domination in the market, which 
was based on a constellation of interests. The patrimonial staff lacked the following features of a 
bureaucratic administrative staff: “a clearly defined sphere of competence subject to impersonal 
rules, a rationally established hierarchy, a regular system of appointment on the basis of free contract 
and orderly promotion, technical training as a regular requirement, and (frequently) fixed salaries." 
This general “lack” of articulation in patrimonialism is, in reality, a consequence of methodology, of 
using the emerging rational Western bureaucracies of the nineteenth century as a yardstick to 
measure other contemporary or historical societies (Weber 1978: I, 229; II, 942—43; 1028). 

34. In patrimonialism, the ruler and his administrative staff seized upon, monopolized, and 
stifled new economic resources and innovations; capital formation of private economy is deprived of 
its sustenance. In spite of the presence of capitalist trading, tax-farming, lease and sale of offices, 
provision of supplies for the state, “the type of profit-making enterprise with heavy instruments in 
fixed capital and a rational organization of free labor which is oriented to the market purchases of 
private consumers did not and could not exist" (1978: I, 253). 

35. These elements were (1) traditional economic relationships, where economic relationships 
were strictly tradition-bound, use of money primarily consumptive, and ruler's needs met in kind; (2) 
low economic production, where property and productive capacity of individual economic units 
were largely preempted for the ruler's needs; (3) economic appropriation, in which the resort to 
monopolistic want satisfaction, reliance on profit-making enterprises, and fee-taking or taxation 
provided important openings for profit in the hands of the ruler and his administrative staff, which 
almost resembled "political" capitalism; (4) economic arbitrariness, where the obligations placed on 
Sources of direct taxation were arbitrary —they were bound by tradition and easily changeable by the 
ruler; (5) a lack of economic rationalization, wherein two bases of rationalization of economic 
activity—a basis for the calculability of obligations and the freedom to engage in private 
enterprise— were lacking; (6) restricted rational economic activity: the financial policy and general 
character of administrative practices tended to restrict the development of rational economic activ- 
ity; (7) economic regulation: the inherent tendency to regulate economic activity in terms of utilitari- 
an, welfare, or absolute values broke down formal rationality, hence the type of capitalism that 
developed was restricted to trading, tax-farming, provision of supplies for the state, and plantations 
and other colonial enterprises (Weber 1978, I: 238—40; II: 1094). 

36. Hence patrimonial offices to administer society grew out of his household (Weber 1978, I: 
228; II: 1013, 1025). 

37. The ideological structure that reproduced these relations centered around legitimation and 
loyalty. Subjects rose from rags to riches by joining the ruler's service; they maintained this 
privileged position as long as they remained dependent on the ruler and regarded him as their master. 
This belief of a direct personal relationship with the ruler was shaped around the concept of filial 
piety to paternal power—thus the identification of the system as paternalistic. Piety toward the 
master was reinforced with piety toward tradition. The ruler's control over economic resources 
reproduced this ideological structure. The source of accumulation of wealth in patrimonialism was 
not acquisition by exchange but the exploitation of the tax capacities of the subjects. The patrimonial 
ruler did not like independent economic and social powers and controlled these through forming 
monopolies for state commercial enterprise. Yet he was constantly under the threat that his adminis- 
trative staff might form such independent resources and challenge him (Weber 1978, II: 1007-8, 
1092, 1106-7). 
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38. The third category, charismatic authority, is not systematically analyzed with respect to a 
set of societies but is used instead to account for all those sudden transformations realized through- 
out the world by charismatic leaders. Hence, oddly enough, this seems to be Weber's only category 
that cuts across the West/non-West divide. 

39. Parsons states, "Islamic monotheism, despite its purity, is embedded in a good deal of 
archaic cultural content, particularly in the ad hoc, unsystematized Koranic law, much of which 
was parochial to Arab culture or even idiosyncratic to Mohammed himself. Perhaps still more 
fundamental, however, is the lack of a philosophical grounding for both theology and law" (1966: 
85). 

40. These range from segregative change (change in basic rules of social interaction that did 
not affect the system) to coalescent change (change within the political system) to exceptional 
change (exceptions to political rule still contained within the system) to revolutionary change 
(change of political systems, particularly of their mode of interaction). All are descriptive categories 
without much analytical power. 

4]. The boundaries of such change are drawn by two conditions: the nature of free-floating 
resources, and the presence of a politically autonomous ruler (Weber 1978, I: 73—75). 

42. For example, the classical work on Islam and the West, that of Gibb and Bowen (1963), 
focuses almost exclusively on Islamic society to the exclusion of its relationship with the West; it 
argues that the deterioration of the religious spirit initiated Ottoman decline. 

43. German Orientalist Carl Heinrich Becker (1876—1933) had argued this point before Turner. 
See his /slamstudien; vom Werden und Wesen der islamischen Welt, 2 vols. (Hildesheim: G. Olms, 
1967), especially chapters 1, 2, 3, and 14, which focus on the cultural affinities between Christendom 
and Islamic civilizations that result from historical conjuncture and interaction. 

44. In this religious context, learning a Western language and script could also carry the danger 
of bringing impiety to the Muslim. This necessitated the establishment of intermediaries, such as 
colonies of foreigners and Ottoman minorities, between the Ottoman empire and the West (Lewis 
1982: 61). 

45. A saying ascribed to the Prophet states that “whoever imitates a people becomes one of 
them." Imitating Western practices thus amounts in itself to an act of infidelity and consequently a 
betrayal of Islam. Hence, as innovation is assumed to be bad unless shown to be good, it implies a 
departure from the sacred precept and practice of Islam: by inference, such a departure from Islamic 
tradition is bad. 

46. In addition, with the closing down of external markets for Ottoman goods, Muslim mer- 
chants turn to internal trade—they become artisans. They can no longer generate economic re- 
sources through trade (Ülgener 1981a: 132-40). 

47. This point is best portrayed in the accounts by the Ottomans themselves of their decline. As 
early as 1541, the Ottoman grand vezir Lüfti Pasa observed decline and cited its characteristic signs 
as "inflation and speculation, venality and incompetence, multiplication of a useless and wasteful 
army and bureaucracy, vicious circle of financial stringency, fiscal rapacity and economic strangula- 
tion, decay of integrity and loyalty, and beyond them all the growing menacing shadow of maritime 
states of the West" (Lewis 1973: 201). Another treatise in 1630 attributes the decline to four causes: 
the withdrawal of the rulers from direct supervision of state affairs; the debasement and debilitation 
of the office of the grand vezir; the corruption of the imperial household and the Janissaries by 
outsiders; and the destruction of the military fief system and the military (Lewis 1973: 203-4; 207— 
8). Ibn Khaldun's idea of the rise and fall of societies is utilized by yet another treatise to demon- 
strate that the Ottoman empire was approaching the stage of decline and needed a strong ruler to stop 
this development. Other seventeenth- and eighteenth-century Ottoman thinkers make similar obser- 
vations as they emphasize corruption, incompetence, and oppression as reasons for the Ottoman 
decline. As Lewis rightfully argues (1973: 212), there is another stylistic problem with this treatise 
literature. These political treatises are used to alert the sultan of the problems and induce him to 
consider recommendations. They can thus be stylized critiques, practiced regardless of contempo- 
rary problems. 

48. Berkes (1964: 23—30) locates the source of change in the inability of these social groups to 
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confront and synthesize Western economic penetration into Ottoman society through its trade capitu- 
lations. 

49. The role of the ideological has been specifically underlined in some current studies (Gorski 
1993) that highlight the significance of the disciplinary revolution unleashed by ascetic religious 
movement in producing two different types of states in Holland and Prussia. 

50. These decrees were issued by the sultan in the form of a manifesto strongly forbidding 
behavior contrary to law and justice, or any misuse of authority. 

51. The following quote sums up Inalcik’s view: “In the late sixteenth century, a profound 
transformation took place which may be attributed ultimately to economic and military changes 
in Western Europe. During this period, for example, in order to resist German infantrymen, the 
Ottomans discarded their fief cavalry in the provinces and increased the force of Janissaries, who 
were by this time equipped with firearms. This neglect of the fief holders within the army was 
followed by the disorganization of the land and taxation system upon which their status had been 
based. Simultaneously, the shift of international trade routes to the Atlantic Ocean and the invasion 
of the markets of the Levant by American silver resulted in the disorganization of the rigid Ottoman 
fiscal and economic structure" (1964: 45). 

52. The Ottoman economic breakdown was general; it included “a drop in crop production, 
scarcity of precious metals, unfavorable balance of trade, excessive exploitation by the state and its 
agents of the populace in the provinces, population pressure, and the imbalance between population 
growth and production input" (Ínalcik 1980: 285). Population pressure in fifteenth- through 
seventeenth-century Anatolia has been studied in detail (Cook 1972) to indeed reveal an increase. 

53. The social origins of these notables were among religious officials, servants, and soldiery 
of the center stationed in or retired to urban centers, those who traded in precious goods, and leading 
guildsmen. Provincial notables were thus of urban, not rural origin; peasants were not a part of this 
group (Ínalcik 1977: 36—38). 

54. These notables were the most influential residents of the city, whom the government 
addressed in matters directly concerning the town population. They looked after the economic 
welfare of the city by safeguarding regulations and quality control, maintained and performed public 
services, used their power to influence decisions of the central government, and acted, in general, as 
intermediaries between the subjects and the government (İnalcık 1977: 43-51). 

55. Their power culminated in 1808 in the signing of the Covenant of Union, which stated that 
"the division and conflicts within government and among provincial notables were the main causes 
of the desperate situation of the empire and this covenant proposed to revive it" (Inalcik 1964: 52— 
54). 

56. One should also mention in this context the work of Jack Goldstone (1988a, 1991), who 
argues that political events in the East and West are all rooted in a wide-ranging ecological crisis. 
Although his effort to connect the Western/non-Western divide and develop a multi-causal model of 
change ought to be lauded, he downplays the agency of both institutions and actors in generating 
social change. 

57. In his different works, Marx identified four variants of change (Holton 1985: 68). In 
German Ideology, he stated that the progressive universalization of the division of labor and ex- 
change relations resulted in change. The Poverty of Philosophy defined change in terms of techno- 
logical determinism: “The handmill gives you society with the feudal lord; the steam mill society 
with individual capitalist" ([1847] 1964: 95), Marx stated, identifying technology as the source of 
change. in the same work he also interpreted change in terms of a productive force embodying skills, 
knowledge, and experience, as well as material artifacts such as technology. The Communist Mani- 
festo and historical sections of Capital ([1867] 1977: part 8) provided Marx’s widely acknowledged 
definition of social change in terms of the internal contradictions between productive forces and 
social relations of production; this contradiction was to be resolved through class conflict. 

58. The sketch of the Asian mode of production includes the following fundamental elements: 
"the absence of private property in land, the presence of large-scale irrigation systems in agriculture, 
the existence of autarchic village communities combining crafts with tillage and communal owner- 
ship of the soil, the stagnation of passively rentier or bureaucratic cities, and the domination of a 
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despotic state machinery cornering the bulk of the surplus and functioning not merely as the central 
apparatus of repression of the ruling class, but as its principal instrument of economic exploitation" 
(Anderson 1979: 483). 

59. How did Marx come to form the Asian mode of production? His formulation of the Asiatic 
mode (Anderson 1979: 462—549; Turner 1984: 19—23) was built upon centuries-old comparisons of 
the West with the East. The theoretical juxtaposition and contrast of European and Asian state 
structures had its roots in the works of Aristotle, which portrayed Asians as more servile (than 
Europeans) and therefore enduring despotic rule without protest. During the Enlightenment, this 
connection was systematized; Montesquieu assumed that the lack of private property or a hereditary 
nobility in the East implied arbitrariness and tyranny of rule. As Islamic religion replaced legal 
codes, this arbitrariness was saddled with changelessness. Hence, Montesquieu was the first to 
define oriental societies through their arbitrary tyranny and changelessness. Adam Smith added the 
role of the absolute state to this formulation; he pointed out that the state in the East owned all land, 
irrigation, and transport. Marx's Asian mode of production merely summed up these separate 
intellectual traditions when he located the source of change as being external to the society, situated 
in the West. 

60. Absolutism in Europe was the result of the intertwining of the feudal and capitalist modes 
of production, with an ascending urban bourgeoisie and a growing primitive accumulation of capital. 
This development of the bourgeoisie and economic capital was a by-product of the paradox of 
Western European absolutism: absolutism, by protecting aristocratic property and privileges, also 
indirectly guarded nascent mercantile and manufacturing interests. Yet such a by-product could have 
been easily curbed if property ownership had been constrained by social groups. Anderson limits the 
power of his explanation by using property ownership as the basic causal variable in the emergence 
of European absolutism (Anderson 1979: 40, 428—29). 

61. Anderson's persistent focus on property and privileges stems from his attempts to combine 
the economic with the political in explaining historical change. His explanations, while informative, 
fail to present an alternative formulation to the Marxist paradigm. 

62. Anderson’s specific analysis of the Ottoman state repeated the same methodological mistakes 
he criticized. Anderson tied Ottoman decline to the military and economic superiority of absolutist 
Europe. The increase in Ottoman society of religiously endowed lands and the change of the land 
tenure system contributed to this decline. He portrayed the formal theoretical structure of sixteenth- 
century Ottoman society as the actual Ottoman structure throughout Ottoman rule. In addition, he 
failed to take into account the changes the Ottoman system went through during its seven centuries 
of the rule. 

63. Marx's depiction of the Western European feudal mode of production may be a better 
analytical model than the Asian mode of production in ameliorating existing models of social change 
since it combines the analytical rigor of Marx's conception of Western European change with an 
indigenous empirical analysis of non-Western change. 

64. The Asian mode of production was not the only source of inspiration; the persistent 
disjunctures between the economy and the polity in the Western European context also led many to 
question the innate tie between the state and ruling class. They then problematized the political 
sphere and moved the role of the state to the fore, often at the expense of the agency of other social 
groups in society. 

65. In these interpretations, the source of change once more became endogenous to center on 
the social relations of production. 

66. Skocpol generated the elements of change through comparisons rather than in-depth empir- 
ical studies of the internal dynamics of social change in each society, however. Because of the way 
she used the comparative historical method, societal elements entered the comparison only insofar as 
they could be compared with elements from other societies. Furthermore, upon entering the compar- 
ison, they were transformed, without explanation, from analytical categories to explanatory vari- 
ables. Skocpol’s state structure, the crucial variable in the transformation of France, China, and 
Russia, was an outgrowth of the same eighteenth-century European transformation. Skocpol mistook 
the variations in this state structure over time (as the Western model was imported to Russia and 
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China) as explanations of social change. This is due to the way Skocpol used historical sources. 
Skocpol treated historical evidence as a “thing”; she had no regard for or interest in its construction. 
She argued that “if a topic is too big for primary research and if excellent studies by specialists are 
already available in some profusion, secondary sources are appropriate as the basic source of 
evidence for a given study . . . (one) must resist the temptation to disappear forever into the primary 
evidence about each case” (1984: 382). Yet this nonempirical approach easily replicates the interpre- 
tive fallacies in the sources and reifies them, and the sociologist often finds what she expects to find 
as the source of historical change. 

67. Ethnicity, which becomes a significant factor in non-Western transformations, is not ade- 
quately discussed in the Western European cases, which certainly entailed many ethnic divisions. 

68. However, this is not to claim that the state would not have had a different development 
trajectory in the Middle Eastern context. Instead, it purports that the emphasis on the state as a social 
actor takes away from the significance of social groups and privileges institutions over human actors 
in causal explanations. 

69. Wallerstein defines the Ottoman empire as a world-empire coming into contact with a 
capitalist world-economy, that of Europe; trade and warfare between the systems ended in the 
absorption of the Ottoman empire. The Ottoman empire then became a state within the world- 
economy as production within the Ottoman empire was peripheralized. 

70. Wallerstein argues specifically that Ottoman state control over the means of production, 
circulation, violence, and administration decreases in this period; Ottoman exports of commercial 
crops to the West and new Ottoman imports such as coffee, sugar, and steel starting to flood Ottoman 
markets undermine domestic manufacture. This periodization and the evidence for it have been 
questioned by many scholars. Cizakga’s (1985) Ottoman archival analysis of silk, wool, and cotton 
prices revealed two stages of incorporation, an early 1550—1650 stage followed by a full incorpora- 
tion stage during the period 1830—1900. These periodizations are still open to criticism and await 
further archival documentation. 

71. The variation in the reaction to capitalist penetration remains the most crucial criticism of 
Wallerstein’s model, however (Chirot and Hall 1982: 99; Ragin and Chirot 1984: 290). 

72. The fact that Wallerstein locates the source of global change in the exchange relations of 
Western societies does not at all ameliorate the image of the static non-West. Instead, the world- 
system itself becomes the source of change, covering all societies “like a powerful blanket, and 
pacifying all societal initiative” (Ragin and Chirot 1984: 277). Such a world-system also suffers 
from analytical rigor in explaining variations within the experiences of peripheries such as Eastern 
Europe and Latin America (Chirot 1981: 275). 

73. This alteration (and concomitant Ottoman peripheralization) occurred when internal trade 
escaped administrative control in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries due to incentives offered 
by contraband trade. Gradually internal trade articulated with external trade. Four sets of factors (two 
internal contradictions and two external factors) lay at the source of this peripheralization: internally, 
parcelization of economic and political control and the expansion of market realm with a concomi- 
tant weakening of political control over the economy; externally, price inflation and population 
increase (Islamoglu and Keyder 1977: 41, 47). 

74. The world-system approach thus underemphasizes what the state-centered approaches 
overemphasize: the significance of the Ottoman state as a social actor. 


Chapter 1 


1. Morocco encountered the rising West before the Ottoman empire did. 

2. Mardin (1967: 120—23) alerts us to the possible difference between this ideal formulation 
and the real social structure. These elements simply form the organizing principles of the structure 
and may not directly correspond to the structure itself. 

3. See E/ “Askari” for a fuller discussion of this term. 

4. There werc special exceptions to religious minorities who joined the rulers without conver- 
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sion through the display of special skills: Greek Phanariots and Jewish physicians and military 
provisioners. In addition, there were also non-Muslim soldiers, even some feudal cavalry, during the 
earlier centuries of the empire. For further information on this group, see Kunt (1982). 

5. They were aware that the household structure was differentiated into the sultan's immedi- 
ate palace household and his extended administrative household. 

6. See Inalcik (1973) and Findley (19802, 1989) for detailed analyses of the Ottoman admin- 
istrative structure. 

7. Findley concurs that "the metaphorical integration of the entire state into a single house- 
hold provided the sultans with a means by which to defend the state from the potentially divisive 
forces represented by the smaller kinship groups" (1980b: 227). Yet he goes on to include two 
additional organizational models, the autonomous confessional community and the guilds (1980b: 
228; 1990: 867—68). I would argue that the organizations of Ottoman religious communities and 
guilds do not differ structurally from those of the administrative, military, and religious households. 

8. This redefinition of the term "household" as the basic organizational unit is anticipated by 
Aristotle, who describes three kinds of government: Basilike, i.e., as a king rules his subjects; 
Politike, as citizens participate in ruling the city; and Despotike, as the Despotes, i.e., the master, 
rules his household. I am indebted to Bernard Lewis for providing me with this information. 

9. The custom of calling the palace, court and/or government of a ruler a “gate” or “doorstep” 
was very prevalent in ancient times, for instance in Sassanid Iran, Pharaonic Egypt, and Japan. For a 
fuller discussion on the Ottoman usage of the term bab, see El articles “Bab-ı ‘Ali,” “Bab-ı 
Hümayun," “Bab-1 Mashikhat,” “Bab-1 Seraskeri,” and Islam Ansiklopedisi articles "Bab" and “Babı 
‘Ali.” The term used in the West for this Ottoman political organization was “Sublime Porte,” a 
literal translation of bab-: ali. The Ottoman term for office was daire, originally “circle,” or 
“circumference,” and in this context, “department” or “office.” 

10. See D9964 for one such inheritance register. 

11. The sultan maintained communication (and thereby control) within his dominions through 
a well-maintained road network. In stations built along these roads, appointed subjects from nearby 
towns or villages kept fodder, extra horses, and supplies for the sultan’s messengers traveling 
through (Halacoglu 1981; Ozkaya 1985: 291). Similarly, mountain passes, bridges, and roads within 
cities were built and maintained by the sultan (Orhonlu 1984). Such a communication network gave 
him the necessary swiftness in controlling and regulating his administration. 

12. These religious scholars from the mosques who were invited to the palace to give sermons 
led to the development of another link between the sultan’s household and society. The scholars, 
through these sermons, courses, and discussion groups, formed ties with the palace pages. Once 
these pages rose in stature, religious scholars could use their influence to procure favors, usually in 
the form of religious appointments, for themselves. 

13. There was also the practice of religious debates (Ottoman term: huzur dersleri) established 
in the eighteenth century at the palace, in the presence of the sultan, among scholars to elicit opinion 
on religious texts. 

14. The education of the sultans and their sons and daughters took place within the same 
framework (Ergin 1939: 2, 235). Basic calligraphy, reading, writing, and reciting the Qur'an were 
taught to the children together. Later on the sultan's sons were assigned personal tutors who trained 
them in specialized fields of knowledge and in one vocational skill, such as carpentry. 

15. Although historical evidence indicates that this severing of relation with the past was never 
complete—for instance, many of them brought whole families with them to the capital —it neverthe- 
less irretrievably restructured their position in society. See Patterson (1991, 1982) for a discussion, 
within the Western context, of identity formation and transformation in slavery. 

16. The distinguishing characteristic of a patronage tie is that it is long term, not restricted to a 
single isolated transaction (Forand 1971; Gellner and Waterbury 1977: 1—6). The patronage tie 
between the sultan and his recruits was asymmetrical in terms of power; the sultan provided all and 
had the option to take back all. 

17. When the sultan's household expanded in the eighteenth century, he could not establish this 
patronage tie in person. The members then started professing allegiance to his abstract position 
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rather than his physical self. This ultimately destroyed the exclusivity of the sultan's household and 
the sultan with it. 

18. By using his personal ties with the sultan, the scholar then formed his own patronage ties, 
advanced the careers of all his sons, and married his daughters to influential Ottoman officials. 

19. Findley (1980b: 228-29) specifies these fictitious kinships as forming through marriage, 
clientage, adoption, slavery, or milk brotherhood (lifelong bond among persons sharing the same wet 
nurse in infancy). 

20. Refer to the Introduction for a critique of these terms as employed by Marx and Weber. 
Marx and Weber both use these terms as organizational structures, without giving any agency to the 
people in them. 

21. For some periods of the eighteenth century, controlling for inflation, the Ottoman budget 
(in aspers) comprising these revenues and expenditure was: 





Years Revenue Expenditure 
1704-5 238,422,670 218,676,180 
1710-11 299,164,010 231,158,210 
1748-49 380,908,300 395,161,620 


Source: Tabakoglu 1981:398 


During the second half of the eighteenth century, expenditures consistently exceeded incoming 
revenues, 

22. The sultan’s and state’s revenues thus entered the same central treasury, without any 
differentiation. 

23. Although Islamic law differentiates the public treasury from the private, both belonged to 
the Ottoman sultan (Velidedeoglu 1940). 

24. This orientation inhibited the development of economic resources outside state control. 

25. Yet religious endowments owned land privately; urban land was also privately owned. 

26. By the eighteenth century, Ottoman mines had started to dry up and eventually lost their 
significance as a revenue source. 

27. Failure to pay was interpreted as a sign of rebellion against Ottoman sovereignty and 
quickly punished. 

28. The salaries of the sultan’s household members, ranging from those of his soldiers to the 
palace personnel, thereby including tens of thousands of people, was the most significant consistent 
expense among these items (Tabakoglu 1981: 389-414). 

29. These revenues had constituted 41 percent of the sultan’s revenues in the sixteenth centu- 
ry and dwindled to 27—30 percent of those revenues in the seventeenth century (Cezar 1986: 38— 
40). 

30. This commodification of offices and land also led to an increase in Ottoman expenditures 
during the eighteenth century (Cezar 1986: 301). 

31. The essence of a religious endowment is a thing “restrained” to God that produces an 
income, the income being expended only upon the defined charitable purpose. Religious endow- 
ments conserved and propagated Ottoman society (Yediyildiz 1982b: 1-14). 

32. Ottoman religious endowments developed economic life. They built caravanserais, inns, 
covered bazaars, market places, baths, shops, tenements, depots, workshops, bakeries, oil presses, 
mills, slaughterhouses, and tanneries to support the religious and charitable institutions of mosques, 
schools, hospices, and hospitals. They also provided public services through building and maintain- 
ing canals, dikes, roads, and bridges. By ensuring ease and safety of travel on the roads, the religious 
endowments also improved communication and trade networks within the empire. In addition, they 
supported the Ottoman educational system based on religious learning, with the aim of understand- 
ing God. Training centers for studying the Qur’an and learning to read and write for children 
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continued into a two-tiered college system for those who wanted to specialize; Ottoman religious 
dignitaries were recruited from these colleges. The graduates of these institutions had a dual role as 
interpreters and executors of Islamic law (inalcik 1969: 132-35; 1970: 207-8; 1973: 140, 146-48, 
165-75). Religious endowments also functioned as a credit institution for both Muslims and non- 
Muslims (Ozdemir 1990: 745—46). 

33. The analysis is based on 330 religious endowments that were randomly sampled from 
among the 6,000 founded during the eighteenth century (Yediyildiz 1982a, 1982b, 1982c, 1984). In 
this sample, religious endowment expenses were distributed as follows: 31 percent to religious 
functions, 28 percent to education and instruction, 14 percent to families of endowers, 11 percent to 
social services, 10 percent to administration of the endowment, and 6 percent to other miscellaneous 
expenses (1982b: 2). 

34. The social composition of the endowers substantiates this conclusion. The sultan founded 
only 5 percent of these endowments; 58 percent were founded by his administrators, and 32 percent 
of the endowers’ social origins were unidentified. Analysis of the sources of the endowed income 
again verifies this conclusion (Yediyildiz 1984: 25, 40): 32 percent of the endowed income consisted 
of hard cash (often lent out on interest running up to but not exceeding 15 percent); 30 percent of 
agricultural land, and another 30 percent of economic investments in inns, cellars, windmills, or 
manufactories. Of the cash endowments, 43 percent were once more bestowed by the sultan’s 
officials; the social origin of 29 percent is unknown. 

35. The sultan had the right to abolish the endowment if the revenues were not expended upon 
the defined charitable purpose, or if the endowment did not make a social contribution. 

36. See Lewis (1988: 91—116) for a fuller discussion of the limits of obedience to the sultan 
that were set by Islamic law. 

37. An analysis of hundreds of such lists reveals women, especially those left homeless after a 
fire, to be the most significant category of petitioners (1D38202, as cited in Ipsirli 1991: 466). 

38. Nevertheless, there is a lot of debate among scholars working on the Ottoman empire about 
this portrayal. All agree that this indeed was how the system was supposed to work in theory, but 
there is a lot of disagreement on the extent the system worked in this manner in practice. This 
theory—practice divide is a criticism that is equally valid for all legal systems, though. In addition, 
even the ideal construction invalidates Weber’s and other European thinkers’ assumptions about the 
“arbitrariness of Ottoman rule.” 

39. As Western observers, including Machiavelli, noted, by training the officials within the 
palace, the sultan was able to guarantee a loyal administration (Inalcik 1964: 43—44; 1970: 217-18; 
1973: 68, 150; 1973: 54). 

40. Kaza was the name given to the basic administrative as well as judicial unit within which 
these functions were executed. 

41. A group of “exempted subjects” also received the tax immunity privileges of administra- 
tors in return for particular services to the state, such as those in mining, bridge, and road construc- 
tion and upkeep. 

42. It is difficult to assess how extensive the households of these officials, which I term “office 
households,” were in Ottoman society; there are no existing studies on the topic. In this study, I 
presume that all members of the Ottoman administration had office-households in the eighteenth 
century. 

43. For more detailed information on this social group, see Repp (1986, 1977), Ortaylı (1979), 
Gibb and Bowen (1963, II: 70—178), articles “Bab-ı Mashikhat," *Wakf" in EJ2, and “Vakıf” and 
“Ulema” in Islam Ansiklopedisi. 

44. There had been other precedents in Middle Eastern history to this Ottoman practice; the 
Abbasid state increased its control over religious dignitaries by conferring salaries upon them (islam 
Ansiklopedisi, “Ulema,” p. 23). For a fuller discussion of the dwindling role of the Ottoman religious 
dignitaries, see Lewis (1979: 97 ff.). 

45. Yet there were considerable differences among guild organizations from one city to anoth- 
er. Usually the system was more comprehensive in large cities (Baer 1980: 16). 
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46. Two kinds of warrants could be issued, to the individual for the right to practice whatever 
he wanted, and for a man exercising a craft in a specific location (R. Lewis 1971: 145). 

47. Gabriel Baer (1970b: 193—94) argues that in all periods there were more religiously 
separate guilds than mixed ones. 

48. In the sixteenth century, 13 percent of state revenues came from customs, mines, and 
merchants in the cities (Inalcik 1970: 218; 1973: 109-11; 1974: 54). 

49. The sultan only had full control over agricultural land. Even the property on such land 
could be owned privately, however. The sultan also had no control over religious endowments. 

50. In Ottoman trade with Europe, the Italian states of Venice and Genoa were dominant until 
the end of the sixteenth century. The sixteenth-century trade of Venice with the Ottomans consisted, 
for example, of exporting woolens, silk brocades and satins, paper, glassware, and mirrors. In return, 
Venice imported from Egypt and Syria spices, drugs, dyestuffs, silk, and cotton, and from Asia 
Minor and the Balkans wheat, hides, wool, cotton, and silk. 

51. The use of credit in economic transactions was widespread within Ottoman society. The 
principle of the letter of credit, the payment of a debt through the transfer of a claim, a significant 
variable in the emergence of capitalism in the West, was present in Ottoman society as well. Yet 
the pledging of valuables and of land became the most widely used security for loans and sales of 
credit. 

52. In 1569, Ottoman trade capitulations were granted to the French. The English joined the 
competition in 1580, when they were also granted capitulations. The Ottoman sultan granted the 
capitulations with political, financial, and economic expectations; he used the capitulations to form 
political alliances, to obtain scarce goods such as woolen cloth, tin, steel, paper, and bullion, and to 
increase customs revenues. The Ottomans did not consider capitulations a contractual bilateral 
document. The Ottoman sultan retained the authority to decide unilaterally to void the capitulation 
when relations between states were broken. The main weapon of the European states to counter the 
bans of capitulations was the threat of boycotting Ottoman ports (İnalcık 1970: 211; 1973: 130-37; 
1979: 55-56). 

53. Yet Muslim merchants did indeed stay active in domestic trade. See, for example, the cases 
of the merchants Hace Hafiz Ahmed Ağa and Hacı Omer Aga in 1817 (HH25433 and HH25311- 
12), the merchants Ahmed and Molla Mehmed, who engaged in pastrami, olive oil, and honey trade 
in 1825 (MM9731), and the merchant Elhac Mehmed Ağa in 1845 (CD5170, CD5218). 

54. Sociologically, we define a minority as a social group that does not share equally in the 
societal power structure. Hence, a group can be numerically large, such as blacks in South Africa or 
women, but still not share in the power structure equally. The Ottoman term for religious minorities 
is zimmi, or dhimmi. 

55. This book, focusing on the central lands of the empire rather than the Arab provinces, 
studies the Ottoman Greeks, Armenians, and Jews more than the Arab Christians. Yet, the Arab 
Christians were a significant social force in the provinces, particularly in the nineteenth century. For 
an extensive analysis of Arab Christians, see studies such as those of Bakhit (1972), Braude and 
Lewis (1982), Cohen (1984, 1973), Fawaz (1983), Hourani (1957), Hunter (1984), Masters (1988), 
Owen (1981), Rafeq (1977, 1966). 

56. Although these decrees often gave the prevention of material shortages and increased 
consumption which developed when the minorities also purchased goods as the reason for issuing 
these decrees, the need to reproduce Ottoman social stratification was undoubtedly a significant 
concern. 

57. These dress codes were periodically reissued and altered. Administrators issued the orders 
of the alterations to the minority communities by inviting their leaders to the room of the chief of the 
corps of halberdiers (çavuşbaşı), as in the case of the 1748 decree (Özkaya 1985: 146). 

58. Footwear colors were later spelled out in detail (Ozkaya 1985: 155). The Jews and the 
Armenians had to wear black and purple, and the Greeks red. Yellow, the color that Muslims wore, 
was forbidden to the minorities. 

59. Their dresses, for instance, had to be made from Bursa cotton or brightly colored cloth 
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(alaca), with head sashes that could only be red-yellow striped and underpants (salvar) that could 
only be sky blue in color. 

60. Yet such a social tie almost invariably resulted in the cooptation of the minority women 
into the dominant Muslim culture, since, upon such a marriage, they lost their rights to inherit from 
their kin. 

61. In the sixteenth century, the sultan directly owned 50 percent of the land, and 37 percent of 
the revenues, most of it from the land, was distributed as fiefs to the mounted cavalry in return for 
their services. This distribution helped ease the constant cash crises in the payment of military 
salaries. 

62. This book first defines Ottoman Westernization in terms of the adoption of goods, institu- 
tions, and ideas and then analyzes Westernization as it interacts with the Ottoman social structure 
and affects the agency of the Ottoman social groups. 

63. Tradition is "that which is handed down— includes material objects, beliefs about all sorts 
of things, images of persons and events, practices and institutions. It includes buildings, monuments, 
landscapes, sculptures, paintings, books, tools, machines. It includes all that a society at a given time 
possesses and which already existed when its present possessors came upon it and which is not 
solely the product of physical processes in the external world or exclusively the result of ecological 
and physiological necessity" (Shils 1981: 12). Social reproduction in a society entails the reproduc- 
tion of tradition; yet every time tradition is reproduced, it incorporates new elements from the 
environment and thus produces a new synthesis. 

64. There were several exceptions to this perception of Western goods as status objects. One 
was the Ottoman utilization of European guns, a technological instrument, from early on. Another 
was the Ottoman use of tobacco, which was brought to the Ottoman empire during the early years of 
the seventeenth century (Göçek 1987: 104). 

65. The studies of Douglas and Isherwood (1979) and Appadurai (1986) focus on the social 
meanings of goods and of goods consumption. Douglas focuses on consumption because "consump- 
tion is the very arena in which culture is fought over and licked into shape" (1979: 5, 57, 68, 70). 

66. Material culture consists of "the totality of artifacts in a culture, the vast universe of objects 
used by humankind to cope with the physical world, to facilitate social intercourse, to delight our 
fancy, and to create symbols of meaning" (Schlereth 1983: 112). 

67. The goods themselves were judged by their quality, which in turn was rated by the amount 
of time invested in producing them (Kinalizade, I: 157, in Ülgener 19812: 85). 

68. As one scholar states, it was "not the worldly goods that led people to sin, but the ambition 
and passion humans associated with them" (Ülgener 1981a: 55—56). See also Goldhizer, who argues, 
in relation to this point, that Islam strikes a balance between this and the other world by stating “the 
best among you is he who takes from both" (1981: 121). 

69. This condition is not unique to Islam. Indeed, in history, there is rarely a correspondence 
between any religious prescription and social practice. 

70. The Ottoman reward system, for example, was based on bestowing upon one another 
valuable robes; individuals also exchanged many luxury goods during ceremonial occasions. 

71. Such fashions emerged in Ottoman society throughout the centuries, often taking the form 
of regional imitations; a clothing item from North Africa, or the Balkans, became popular at different 
periods. The trousers of North African sailors was one such item (Kogu 1969). The classical Western 
view of the changelessness of societies in the East and the nonexistence of fashion (Harte 1976: 155) 
seems to stem from a lack of knowledge about Ottoman society, not from a lack of fashion. The 
variations in Ottoman clothing were not discernable to Western observers but, as indicated here, they 
were nevertheless present. 

72. According to the law, clothing had to be in accordance with custom and religious law. 

73. One scholar (Ülgener 1981a: 123, 173-78, 180—8) argues that, in the Ottoman empire, 
wealth was not used as a medium to distribute goods and services but as a medium to distribute 
social prestige. Such an orientation enhanced the Ottoman consumption of Western goods while 
stunting the economic reproduction of these goods within Ottoman society. Islamic mysticism also 
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pacified and resigned the ruled to accept the exploitation of the rulers; it fueled the Ottoman 
consumption of Western goods by generating a double standard for rulers and subjects. The rulers 
differed in their moral standards from the ruled and consumed these Western luxury items without 
the need to justify their behavior on moral grounds. Kinalizade discussed and legitimized this 
stratification system. He stated that each stratum had to be content with its own standard of life, as 
"justice necessitates each person to engage in work that is fit, proper to his aptitude and not engage 
in more than one work as time is limited and he will not have the time to attain perfection in all and 
should therefore be contained and satisfied with some" (Kinalizade 1832, II:10, in Ülgener 1981b). 
Although this interpretation does indeed highlight significant aspects of Ottoman Western goods 
consumption, it overlooks structural factors such as internal competition among households and the 
effects of war and the world-economy on the empire. This book argues that a combination of such 
structural and ideational factors shaped Western goods use in Ottoman society. 

74. For example, English cotton export into the Ottoman empire documents this accelerating 
economic penetration. 


Cotton Thread 


Year Cotton Cloth (per thousand Ibs.) 
1825 3,578 557 
1830 5,940 1,528 
1835 25,692 3,272 
1845 46,793 5,830 
1850 31,124 2,384 
1855 132,605 8,446 
1860 229,201 22,824 


Source: inalcik 1979:48 


75. One such notable, originally an employee of the Ottoman palace, returned to his place of 
birth upon retirement. He had a house built in 1825 decorated with Western forms, with scenes of 
Constantinople—as if to remind himself of the capital (Renda 1977: 103). 

76. Mahmud II was not the first sultan to have his portrait painted; among the Ottoman sultans, 
the Italian painter Gentile Bellini painted the portrait of Mehmed II after the conquest of Constant- 
inople (Lewis 1982: 242). The practice seems to have been discontinued after him until Mahmud II, 
however. 

77. Women’s fashion became visibly Western in the nineteenth century, especially following 
Empress Eugénie’s reciprocal visit to Sultan Abdiilaziz in Constantinople. 

78. The Ottoman term is Frenkler, literally, the “Francs.” 


Chapter 2 


1. I term this bourgeoisie “bureaucratic” because its most notable feature is the employment 
of the Western, predominantly French, administrative tradition in the complete restructuring of the 
Ottoman civil officialdom. Indeed, the "bureau" replaced the household as the administrative unit of 
the empire. For further discussion on the emergence of this Ottoman civil officialdom, see Findley 
(1980a, 1989). 

2. During this time period, the French army increased, for instance, from 150,000 in the late 
seventeenth century to approximately 225,000 in the eighteenth, and the Russian army from 150,000 
under Peter the Great to over 450,000 by the end of the reign of Catherine II (Yapp 1975: 331, 338—39). 

3. As Yapp points out, “in 1870 Austria, Germany, Italy, and Russia each spent only about 
25 new pence per head on their armies. Between 1874 and 1896 the average expenditure by Euro- 
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pean powers on their armies increased by slightly over 50 percent. Germany and Russia showed the 
largest increases with 79 percent and 75 percent respectively. The expenditure of France rose by 47 
percent and that of Austria by only 21 percent" (1975: 342). 

4. These were the Ottoman 1645—69 war of Crete, the 1663—76 war with Austria, the 1672— 
76 with Poland, the 1678-81 with Russia, and the 1683—99 with Austria, then joined by Russia, 
Poland, and Venice (Cezar 1986: 29-32). 

5. These Ottoman wars were fought in 1708 with Austria, Russia, and Venice, in 1711 
with Russia, in 1714—18 with Austria and Russia, in 1723—42 with Iran, in 1737—39 with Austria 
and Russia, in 1742—46 with Iran, and, in the second half of the eighteenth century, in 1768—74 with 
Russia, in 1787—92 with Russia and Austria, and in 1797—1801 with France over Egypt. 

6. The costly wars in the nineteenth century were fought in 1806—7 with Russia, in 1807—9 
with Britain, in 1809—12 with Russia, in 1828—29 with Allied forces over Greece and later with 
Russia, in 1853—56 with Russia, where the Ottomans received British and French help, and in 1877— 
78 with Russia. 

7. See “Harb, Ottoman Empire," in E/, and Parry (1975: 218—56) for a fuller discussion of 
the Ottoman military transformation vis-à-vis innovations in European techniques of warfare. 

8. These revolts took place in the Balkans, with the 1804—30 Serbian revolt, the 1821 Greek 
revolt and independence, and the 1797—1808 revolts in Albania and surrounding territories. Similar 
revolts ensued in the Arab provinces in the late nineteenth centuries. 

9. The Ottoman treasury, too small to meet war expenses, could only finance limited pro- 
jects. The sultan usually had to finance wars out of his resources. 

10. One example of such goods is gunpowder. It was produced in the Ottoman empire but its 
declining quality and quantity in the late seventeenth and eighteenth centuries necessitated its import 
from the West. See “Barud, the Ottoman Empire,” in E7 for a fuller discussion of this transformation. 

11. Some officials had suggested the possibility of imposing a similar mandatory loan on 
religious endowments. Yet, since the revenues of endowments were not clearly defined, it proved 
difficult to come up with an amount and to enforce it. 

12. These scholars stated that the curse of the poor and the needy in their prayers would 
produce only harmful consequences for the Ottoman state. The response of the treasury officials was 
that “wars were won with the power of swords, not prayers." Nevertheless, an inauspicious event 
lending indirect support to the religious indeed occurred: the galley built at the shipyard with these 
pensions sank while being lowered to sea—causing the vezir in charge to weep bitterly and convinc- 
ing everyone that it was the anguish of the poor and needy that caused the misfortune (Naima [1863] 
1969, V: 2108-10). 

13. Also, the empire was adversely affected by wars outside its boundaries. As the Ottoman 
economy became more and more incorporated into the world market, conflicts such as the 1860—65 
U.S. Civil War increasingly affected the Ottoman financial system (Cevdet 1872: 128). 

14. See "Duyun-u Umumiye” in £7 for a fuller discussion of the establishment and adminis- 
tration of this organization. There is also an extensive literature on the Ottoman public debt; see, for 
instance, Pamuk (1987). 

15. This time, the Ottoman administrators, who had become more experienced in borrowing, 
actually received 89 percent of this amount, totaling 107,858,796 gold coins. 

16. The following discussion is based on "Asham" and “Kaime,” both in EZ. 

17. Thus a new division was created between the “schooled men" and the “old troopers” 
(Findley 1980a: 59—60). 

18. This was so much the case that one chronicler in the 1860s when commenting on the case 
of a person marrying the sultan's daughter, noted that “had this person been educated in the Western- 
style and had risen through the system gradually, there would have emerged an individual who 
would have been beneficial to the state" (Cevdet 1872: 69-71). Instead, the person had married into 
the sultan’s household and had thus “wasted” his chances of success. Indeed, the sense of accom- 
plishment shifted from the sultan's criteria to those established by the new Western-style educational 
institutions. 
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19. Increased Western influence in the empire also benefited another Ottoman social group, 
the minorities, who through their trade relations and subsequent legal protection by Western powers 
acquired resources independent of the sultan's control to form the seeds of the Ottoman commercial 
bourgeoisie. 

20. By the late nineteenth century, these households had been so thoroughly replaced by the 
new Western-style institutions that one statesmen mourned, "there [no longer] are such households 
left in the capital. It was as if the capital had been a beautiful garden and these households its 
gorgeous flowers. Now all of these flowers have withered with the winds of autumn. The capital has 
turned into a vast empty autumn meadow" (Cevdet 1872: 18). 

2]. Whereas the sultan's household symbolically contained the hundreds of thousands to 
whom the sultan had delegated authority, the actual palace household ranged in the high thousands. 
Ottoman office-households varied in size from hundreds to low thousands of people, containing an 
agglomerate of individuals from foot soldiers to cooks to scribes (Findley 1980: 35). The provincial 
households were similarly in the low hundreds. For further information on households, see E/ 
articles “Bab,” “Bab-ı Ali," Bab-ı Hümayun, Bab-ı Meshikhat,” “Bab-ı Seraskeri," and Islam An- 
siklopedisi articles “Bab” and *Babiali." 

22. This official looked after the financial administration of the Ottoman capital and prov- 
inces. His office was under the jurisdiction of the grand vezir; some members of his office also 
resided in the grand vezir’s household. See “Maliyye” in EI for further information on the financial 
administration of the Ottoman empire. 

23. This commodification of administrative offices, which began in the seventeenth century, 
actually extended beyond the fiefs over agricultural land to other administrative posts, such as 
judgeships: these also started to be auctioned off (Ozkaya 1985: 206-7). 

24. The seventeenth-century Ottoman chronicler Naima (1863) narrates many instances of 
this competition, which are cited later in this chapter. There are also archival documents referring to 
other instances; see, for instance, CM 27577, which summarizes an official’s fight to retain his post. 

25. Also, as the official remained behind, he purchased more property in the city, invested in 
social networks, got more entrenched in the capital, and often failed to leave for the administrative 
post in the provinces. 

26. The Ottoman monetary system had two main currencies, aspers (akçe) and piasters 
(gurus). In the eighteenth century, the exchange rate between the two was 120 aspers to | piaster 
(Lewis 1979: 111). For more information on these currencies and the transformation in their values 
over the centuries, see “Akçe” in EJ, and “Kuruş” in Islam Ansiklopedisi, and Gibb and Bowen 
(1963, II: 49-59). 

27. The average salary was five piasters a month. The cook received the highest salary of 
thirty piasters. 

28. The valuable items in their registers were probably the periodic gifts, clothing, and goods 
their masters gave them. For example, the chief secretary of state (reis-ül-küttab) Raif Ismail Pasha 
(E37/4) gave his household yards of cloth and footwear during a religious holiday. Another vezir 
(KK749) distributed yearly supplies of cloth, robes, headgear, footwear, and some bonus (basis) to 
his fifty household members. 

29. Not all of these may be investments of the pasa, some could have been inherited or given 
as gifts. 

30. The practice of moneylending with interest among the Ottoman Muslims raises a major 
legal problem since it was a practice rebuked by Islamic law. It is interesting to note, however, that 
although such transactions were clearly prohibited in the Qur'an, traditions and schools of interpreta- 
tion all had different interpretations as to what forms of business came under such a prohibition. The 
tolerant Hanefite interpretation that the Ottoman Muslims followed gave them the necessary flex- 
ibility in practicing diverse forms of moneylending with interest. For a fuller discussion of this point, 
refer to “Riba” in £7. 

31. In the capital, geographical proximity intensified the existing interaction among office- 
households. 
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32. One might assume that the gift givers cultivated the vezir's interest in collecting horses by 
presenting him with some; horses were also valuable items of transportation and prestige in Ottoman 
society. 

33. The sultan could only assert his position by expecting only the most valuable gifts and 
returning even more precious ones. 

34. This is inferred from the honorific title esseyyid, which indicates such an ancestry, 
although one must add that there were many who made such claims without adequate proof. 

35. The state could justify confiscation on the grounds that the official in question had 
accrued the wealth through the post. Previous wealth, especially that of the spouse, was therefore 
excluded. 

36. In 1802, for example, upon Battal Hüseyin Pasha's death, his son inherited his wealth in 
return for paying the sultan 500,000 piasters, a substantial sum that the son had no trouble paying as 
he himself was the governor of Diyarbekir (CM25490). In 1808, the sons of Hasan Pasha purchased 
his inheritance in return for 30,900 purses of gold; these wealthy men were all listed as religious 
scholars (müderris) (MM9755/97—98). All the inheritances of officials theoretically belonged to the 
sultan because these officials had procured their wealth through and during their office tenure. The 
sultan often exercised his right, particularly when he was challenged by the strength of office- 
households. Yet, it was costly for the sultan to send his messengers to confiscate the inheritance. 
These messengers would spend money to travel, register the goods and properties, transfer these to 
the capital, and withhold some as service duties. Often, the sultan had to spend more on the process 
of confiscation than the total worth of the inheritance. In the eighteenth century, he therefore 
established the practice of letting heirs of officials purchase the inheritance for a cash value set by 
the sultan. 

37. His full name was Softa Mahmud Pasha. One must note that the former steward was 
probably active in making his own fortunes as well; he probably acquired some cash and property 
while administering the office-household. 

38. See “Waqf” in EI, and “Vakif” in Islam Ansiklopedisi and Gibb and Bowen (1963, 
II:165—78) for a fuller discussion of this practice. 

39. Officials endowed properties from all over the empire. Grand admiral Kaymak Mustafa 
Pasha (Aktepe 1969: 18—20, 26—35) used the revenues of his properties in Constantinople, Smyr- 
na, Lesbos, Chios, and Kütahya to establish three endowments. The funds for the religious endow- 
ments grand vezir Damad Ibrahim Pasha established came from his various shops, inns, and gar- 
dens in Constantinople, Smyrna, Antioch, Aydin, and Naksos island (Aktepe 1960: 152-53, 155- 
56). 

40. Another archival document (KK2457) indicated that the deputy governor also owned 33 
farms. 

41. Archival registers contain lists of sultan's allocations to office-households. This informa- 
tion is extracted from Hazariyye Defteri 4/180, 280—82 in the Prime Minister's archives. 

42. See "Musadara, the Ottoman Empire," in E7 for further discussion of this measure. 

43. The decree also reiterated that only inheritances of those who died without leaving any 
heirs would revert to the state treasury. 

44. Originally, these officials were appointed by the Ottoman sultan. Initially elected by the 
native landowners, they were later chosen from among the Ottoman Greek families of the Phanar 
quarter in Constantinople (Gibb and Bowen 1963, I: 24—25). There usually were no Muslim officials 
appointed, except in some frontier fortresses occupied by permanent garrisons. The fact that this 
voivode was a Muslim indicates the presence of such a garrison. For further information on the 
office of the voivode, see “Boghdan,” in E72. 

45. It was profitable to confiscate the inheritance of those who had ready cash. The confisca- 
tion of artisans’ inheritances was not lucrative, however; artisans lacked large economic resources 
and often kept their wealth invested in goods, not in cash. 

46. The late seventeenth century refers to the period Naima covered in his chronicles; Naima 
himself lived later. 
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47. Ottoman rule over this province was often indirect. In such provinces, the revenues that 
would elsewhere have accrued to the fief-holders were collected by agents for the local treasury 
(Gibb and Bowen 1963, I: 143, 147). 

48. The same chronicler recounts how, for instance, one Sheik Salim, while sitting in his 
receiving room with prominent members of the city, 


would have two men dressed as palace officers come and greet him, bringing a letter presumably 
from the mother of the sultan. In addition, they would present a purse of gold as a gift from the 
sultan himself. The sheik would pretend to read the letter and send a reply. He would often repeat 
this trick, receiving letters presumably from the sultan, grand vezir, or other high officials. The 
dumb people in his audience, judging this correspondence to be an indication of the sheik's 
powerful position within Ottoman administration, would give him all they owned, all they 
possessed. (Naima [1863] 1969, VI: 2750) 


49. For instance, Mirza Pasha, the ex-governor of Musul, unable to procure another post, 


cried at all the top level officials. Yet since he did not have the means to procure gifts, no one paid 
any attention to him. So he could not attain a post. Not having enough money to even pay the 
boatmen to cross the Bosphorus, [the ex-governor] used to live on the other side of the Bosphorus. 
He survived by constantly selling his goods. . . . (Naima [1863] 1969, VI: 2130-31) 


50. According to an imperial decree of Sultan Mustafa III (1757-74), officials, upon appoint- 
ment, had to pay the following (Ozkaya 1985: 183, 186—87): those appointed governor-general 
(beylerbeyi) had to give one sable fur, one fully equipped horse, 29,000 aspers in tax (and 14,500 
aspers if there was a change in their appointments). Governors of small districts (sancakbeyi) had to 
pay 7,000 in tax, and 3,500 upon the change of appointment. See Gibb and Bowen (1963, I: 259) for 
further information on this taxation system. 

51. Household members tried hard to join another household upon the death of their house- 
hold head since this often connoted a drop in their chances of advancement (Naima [1863] 1969, VI: 
2614). 

52. In the sixteenth century, provincial notables were (Ergenç 1982: 106-7) prominent people 
in towns such as rich merchants, experienced artisans, and religious scholars, who acted as mediators 
between the sultan and the subjects in their towns. They represented the subjects and helped execute 
the sultan's orders. The sultan's awareness of their significance can be deduced from imperial orders, 
which were always addressed to the official representative of the sultan and the local notables. Such 
provincial notables were also significant in the Arab provinces (Schilcher 1985). 

53. The "prominent men of the town" appear in most petitions and court cases as a group 
whose opinion is assumed by all parties to reflect the interests of the town. 

54. The eighteenth-century inheritance registers of provincial notables often cite their career 
history in describing the deceased. Among them one can find many retired officials from the capital. 
For instance, the tax-farmer of Bergos, Bekir Bey, who died in 1736, was a former chief officer 
(miiteferrikabagt). 

55. The 1858 Ottoman land law transformed approximately 70 percent of the land belonging 
to the sultan into private property (Ortaylı 1983: 158). This had been preceded by the 1845 and 1847 
laws, which had issued title deeds to the owners of those private lands. By 1868, foreigners could 
own and inherit land in the empire. This transformation accompanied the shift from the household to 
the individual as the unit of analysis in nineteenth-century Ottoman society. 

56. Ottoman chronicles refer to provincial notables as extensions of office-households, speci- 
fying that the main difference between office and provincial households was geographical location 
(Naima [1863] 1969, VI: 2507). Yet, given the centralized nature of Ottoman rule, this difference in 
location quickly became coupled with one of social power. 

57. There also was a correlation between civil strife and the escalation of provincial notables 
as a social group. For instance, the 1744—81 period contained ten incidents of banditry in one region 
alone (Sakaoğlu 1984: 32-34). During the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries, strife in the empire 
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also escalated due to demographic and social factors. Population increases in the sixteenth and 
seventeenth centuries fostered unemployment; the movement of tribes through Asia Minor (Ozkaya 
1985: 164, 171) caused unrest. 

58. The wealth of the Western Anatolian notables was based on land, farms, and the produce 
on newly cultivated land (Nagata 1976); twenty eighteenth-century Balkan notables had a similar 
wealth concentration pattern, except that, in their case, urban property was the more predominant 
form of investment (Nagata 1979). 

59. Keyl, a measurement of volume, varied widely throughout the Ottoman empire. In Dam- 
ascus, it was about twenty-two liters, in Aleppo, six and a half liters. For further information on the 
term, see Íslam Ansiklopedisi. 

60. The inheritance contained, in addition to his vast property, 394,786 gold coins. His 
revenues included the produce of sixty farms, mainly olive trees and corn. 

61. He was the serbevvabin of the palace. He paid the substantial sum of 200,000 piasters to 
keep his father-in-law’s confiscated inheritance. 

62. Such appointments sometimes ended up in the official’s defeat in a confrontation with the 
bandits. In 1784, one such official, the voivode of Usak, Amcaoglu Ibrahim (MM9741/384—5), was 
murdered by the bandit Cevreoglu Ahmed, who raided and burned the voivode’s house and plun- 
dered his goods. 

63. In the case of office-households, although their spatial proximity to the sultan had in- 
creased their access to large resources, it had also enabled the sultan to keep a vigilant watch over 
them. Yet the provincial notables, distant from the capital, escaped the control of the sultan due to the 
limited means of communication and transportation. Their popular nomination also often secured 
these notables the support of the populace against the sultan. 

64. The confiscated inheritance, after being turned into cash, went directly into the sultan’s 
treasury. This practice followed the initial custom of confiscating the resources of members of the 
sultan’s household, which were all assumed to accumulate through the sultan’s beneficence and 
therefore reverted to the sultan at the end of the appointment. 

65. The imperial order specified that the “fine goods among his inheritance were to be sent to 
the center, the rest would be auctioned and the cash from that auction and from his debtors would all 
be sent to the center as well.” 

66. See, for instance, those of the notable of Izmir in 1825 (MM9731: 44), the notable of 
Beysehir in 1823 (MM9731: 6), the notable of Bursa in 1824 (MM9731: 43), the notable of Havza in 
1825 (MM9731: 16), the notable of Pazarköy in 1824 (MM9731: 40), the notable of Kozice in 1824 
(MM9731: 10), the notable of Zagra-i Cedid in 1824 (MM9731: 7), and the notable of Babadağ in 
1826 (MM9731: 17). For the fiscal use of confiscation in history, see “Musadara, the Ottoman 
Empire," in EI. 

67. There is a distinction made in Islamic law between “bandits” and “rebels” in terms of 
intent of the group and also in terms of the punishment awaiting them (Lewis 1988: 81—82). Bandits, 
including such groups as brigands, highwaymen, and pirates, were defined as mere criminals, 
whereas rebels were regarded as the contending armed forces of rival power. Bandits could thus be 
fought, captured and jailed, executed, and held accountable for the damage they caused; the taxes 
they collected would be considered theft, thereby making taxpayers still liable. Rebels, however, 
were often not pursued in flight, or jailed, or obliterated, or held accountable for the damage they 
caused. By being identified as “bandits,” provincial notables thus had harsher punishment awaiting 
them. 

68. This wealth consisted of 8 farms, 14 mills, 7 gardens, and 1,477 acres (dönüm) of land. It 
was sold by the treasury for 20,000 piasters to vezir Ragib Mehmed Pasha, who had executed the 
rebels upon the sultan's orders. 

69. Sepetçioğlu had many tax-farms, which he had farmed out to people at twice their value. 
When the sultan ordered him to give up the tax-farms, he rebelled. Another correspondence about 
this "bandit" (CM30330) reveals that his inheritance consisted of vast amounts of gold and aspers, at 
least 1,000 gold pieces and 5,000 white-silver aspers (beyaz akce). 
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70. The document noted that the wealth, a mere 60,000 piasters, was small because of all the 
“scoundrels who he gathered around him for the fights" who had squandered his resources. Still, 
Karaosmanzade's wealth was immense. His listed properties included an inn with 59 rooms, mills, 
oil manufactories, 16 cloth shops, farms, and 15,000 sheep. The 194 camels, 1,843 ox, horse, and 
water buffalo yielded 27,370 piasters. The yearly revenue from his property was another 20,000: the 
tax-farms he had in his possession also sold up to 20,000. 

71. Part of his confiscated goods, some cash, and a farm that was legally his wife's property 
were returned to her; the rest of his goods were sold and the cash sent to the sultan. His 428,840 
piasters’ worth of inheritance contained arms, ammunition, and some books: 81 percent of the 
inheritance was in cash. The notable was indeed a rich man. 

72. The wealth consisted mostly of urban property and farms: two bathhouses, three shops, 
four mills, nine farms, seven gardens and vineyards, and two houses. Yet almost all of his wealth 
went to pay his debts to people whose property he had plundered. 

73. The challenge of the provincial notables against the sultan was more successful in the 
distant Ottoman provinces, often leading to political independence movements (Hourani 1957: 100; 
Rafeq 1977: 57). The Ottoman North African provinces (Hess 1977) followed a similar pattern; local 
elements took over the Ottoman provincial administration. The distance from Constantinople en- 
abled these provincial notables to exercise more autonomy than did those in Asia Minor and the 
Balkans. 

74. Bayrakdar, who took part in the revolt of the Janissaries in Edirne against the newly 
founded military corps, later became a firm supporter of the sultan's reforms. Ironically, he ulti- 
mately lost his life during a rebellion of the Janissaries, who, opposing such changes, attacked his 
residence and burned it down. For a fuller account of Bayrakdar and his reforms, see “Mustafa 
Pasha, Bayrakdar,” in EJ, and Lewis (1979: 74—76). 

75. The other three clauses were: one, the sultan's orders would be obeyed without reserva- 
tion; two, the orders of the grand vezir would have the same stature as those of the sultan and 
therefore be immediately obeyed; and three, revenue collection in all parts of the empire would be 
conducted strictly in accordance with the laws of the state. 

76. For a fuller discussion of this deed, see Berkes (1964), Davison (1963), Karal (1940), 
Lewis (1979), and Mardin (1960). 

71. See D4936, for one such household. 

78. There are even instances of confiscations of the inheritances of religious dignitaries— 
sheik-ül-islam Asim Efendi's case is an example in point (CA654). Another example is the confisca- 
tion of Kadı Abdurrahman Paga’s inheritance in 1810 (CM21554). 

79. After the destruction of the Janissaries, the sultan gave the former residence of the agha of 
the Janissaries as a permanent residence to the sheik-ül-islam (“Bab-ı Mashikhat,” in £7). 

80. The other Ottoman reorganization occurred in the field of diplomacy. In the late eigh- 
teenth century, the Ottoman sultan sent permanent Ottoman ambassadors abroad (Kuran 1968), 
specifically to the states that comprised the West: one was sent to London in 1793; another to Paris in 
1797. In 1795, resident ambassadors were also assigned to Berlin (Prussia) and Vienna (Austria), 
leaving only Russia out of this Ottoman diplomatic network. An Ottoman embassy was established 
in Russia much later, in 1857. These Ottoman ambassadors supplied information to the sultan on 
Western matters as they frequently dispatched messengers and sent the sultan translations of Western 
news and journal articles. They also recruited military officers to train the Ottoman army and 
procured some military supplies, such as tin for the Ottoman naval arsenal. When these ambassadors 
and their retinues returned home, they manned the new Ottoman institutions developing after the 
Western model. 

81. In addition, the feudal cavalry had played a significant role in earlier centuries; sappers 
and gunners served a similar important role in later centuries. 

82. Although religious scholars also opposed the sultan, so much so that about two thousand 
were deported to Eastern Anatolia in the 1890s, their participation has not yet been studied in a 
systematic manner (Mardin 1983: 59). 
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83. After 1827, the Ottoman sultan also sent Ottoman students to be trained in the West, 
particularly in France. In 1856, forty-six students were sent to Paris and a school was established 
there for them the following year. The mounting expenses of this school, in contrast to the success 
and economy of schools established in the Ottoman empire after Western models, led to its termina- 
tion in 1864. 

84. Between 1800 to 1900, due to the establishment of these schools, Ottoman literacy 
increased from 1 percent in 1800 to 5—10 percent in 1900 (Findley 1989: 139). 

85. Napoleon Bonaparte was one of the applicants (Berkes 1964: 75). 

86. Bonneval was the most influential among the earlier advisors. He married an Ottoman 
Greek woman, learned Turkish, and adopted the Ottoman style of life. Bonneval reorganized the 
Ottoman bombardiers corps, established a training school for them in 1734, and founded a school of 
military engineering the same year. He also modernized the cannon foundry, powder mill, arsenal, 
and miner-artillery transport corps. 

87. These new military advisors were recruited mostly from France. Among them, a Hun- 
garian nobleman, Baron de Tott (1730-93), who also learned Turkish, was most influential. He 
established a new artillery corps (Levy 1982: 235—36; Berkes 1964: 59; Shaw 1977, I: 250). 

88. There were estimated to be around three hundred officials and engineers. 

89. For instance, in 1734, when the first Western-style military school was established, two 
Western books, one on trigonometry and the other on military education, were immediately trans- 
lated into Ottoman. 

90. The translation in 1750 of a book on modern geography was followed in 1771 by another 
book on modern medicine. Translation efforts picked up in the years 1786—87, when the French 
embassy established an Ottoman printing press to print two works, one on fortifications, the other on 
naval maneuvers. 

91. The teaching at the school of engineering in 1769 exemplifies this process (Berkes 1964: 
59). 

92. In 1805, to help finance naval reforms, the sultan founded a naval treasury from the re- 
venues of his personal lands—these resources were separated from him in return for a cash payment. 
Similar treasuries for different activities within the military kept being founded throughout the 
nineteenth century (Cezar 1986: 151—53, 204—14, 289, 309). 

93. Indeed, Volnay's Les Ruines de Palmyre and Voltaire's Mahomet were among the books 
banned by the Ottoman sultan. In this instance, even though the French instructor saw them reading 
these books, he encouraged them rather than denouncing them to the administration (Sağlam [1940] 
1991: 57). 

94. The sultan was actually aware of the problem but could not come up with an adequate 
solution. When dissenting voices started to be heard at the new school for civil servants, for instance, 
he altered the curriculum, replacing literature, philosophy, and mathematics with religion and 
Muslim jurisprudence (Mardin 1983: 44). Yet what was needed instead was a reinterpretation of the 
latter with respect to the challenges presented by the former. 

95. One also noted (Ali Kemal 1913: 16—7) how, in middle school, for instance, "rather than 
taking turns in front of the teacher reciting sections of the lesson," the students now had to enter the 
teacher's room, sit on the floor according to one's knowledge capacity, with the most knowledgeable 
sitting at the front, and swiftly rotate out of position upon failing to answer the teacher's question. 
Hence the system became more interactive and more competitive. 

96. The actual Ottoman term, Padişahım Başaşağıya, is a variation on Padişahım Cok Yaşa, 
"Long live my sultan." 

97. Beşir Fuad was a graduate of the military academy and many students noted in their 
memoirs that they attended his funeral, as they were “very much affected by the contempt with 
which he had regarded life" (Ali Kemal [1913] 1985: 72). 

98. The most intriguing, often comical, synthesis between the French and Ottoman forms of 
knowledge that structured these boundaries is recounted by one medical student who described 
(Sağlam [1940] 1991: 87, 112) how one instructor, Ismail Ali Bey, often read first from the collected 
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poems of a famous Muslim poet, Hafiz, and then switched, often in mid-sentence, to the “exalted 
[hazret-i] Corneille," whose works he would then read, in the same poetic meter, sighing, after a few 
stanzas, "Allah, Allah," as he appreciated the depth of meaning in the work. Another instructor 
referred to the inventor of the stimulus theory of medical doctrines as “imam” Broussais. 

99. In 1868, the Ottoman statesman Ziya Pasha noted in a newspaper editorial that “equality 
was a meaningless term as long as the upper classes of Istanbul would be steeped in wealth while the 
paupers in Smyrna had to drown their children because they were too poor to afford any” (Mardin 
1962: 359). 

100. For more detailed information on these secret societies and the subsequent legal organiza- 
tions they led to, see the extensive literature on the topic, including Temo [1939] 1987), Mardin 
(1962, 1983), Ahmad (1980), Hanioglu (1985). 

101. When there was an altercation between the students and the soldiers who wanted to 
punish some politically active medical students, a rebellion erupted and the students wanted to fly 
the British flag over the school to demonstrate their support of those European countries that 
defended freedom (Nur [1928] 1992: 124). 

102. These writers included Namik Kemal, Ziya Pasha, and Abdülhak Hamid. Hamid wrote 
the stanza that many memorized by heart, "They should chain the entire palace household from one 
end to the other/If they want to free this fatherland (insane with sorrow) from slavery." Similarly, 
another famous stanza was Namik Kemal’s, “If I die without seeing enlightenment I hope to see in 
the nation/Let it be written to my tombstone that I am grieved as is the fatherland." 

103. The Committee of Union and Progress (CUP), which ruled the empire from January 1913 
to its dissolution in 1918, was engaged in a struggle for power with other contenders from 1908 on. 

104. The name of the minister they allegedly were going to assassinate was Zeki Pasha. These 
arrested students were deported on the Honor, and thereafter were referred to as the “Victims of 
Honor." 

105. The society referred to Salonica, where they were based, as "the temple of freedom" 
(Kabe-i Hürriyet), and to Constantinople, the abode of the sultan, as “the Byzantine harlot” (Kahpe 
Bizans). 

106. The Ottoman term used here is verem. Even though it certainly was contacted due to other 
factors, and may even have been used figuratively rather than literally, it was nevertheless important 
in establishing a negative institutional culture around spying. 

107. Indeed, even when they were hospitalized, some "kept on distributing within the hospital 
the seditious documents his friends brought him during their visits"; others "got (seditious) materials 
out from the French post offices and distributed them at night" (Mehmed Rauf 1911: 63, 91—92). 

108. The accounts take into account the inflation that was rampant in this time period. Accord- 
ing to “Akçe,” in EZ, this currency went through many debasements from its inception in 1327 
during the reign of Orhan until the eighteenth century. The effect of these debasements was that 
“whereas 40 akces went to the first Ottoman gold piece of sultan Mehmed II [in the mid-fifteenth 
century], by the reign of Mustafa II (1695—1703), when a currency reform resulted in the first 
coining of the Ottoman kuruş, the rate of the gold piece (whose own weight and standard had been 
pretty well maintained) had risen as much as 300 akces.” The value of aspers declined steadily until 
the end of the empire. For more information on the Ottoman currency and its transformation in the 
Ottoman empire, see Gibb and Bowen (1963, II: 49—59). 

109. Although social scientists have often recognized the significance of education in class 
formation (Parkin 1979; Collins 1982), few have situated it on an equal footing with economic 
production because of Marx's formulation that the educational system often reproduces the existing 
social structure and thereby inhibits change (Bourdieu and Passeron 1977). 

110. For instance, Zaalouk argues that "the nineteenth century bourgeoisie, created by the 
state, . . . was dependent on education rather than property, and was patronized by foreign techni- 
cians, bankers, and merchants" (1989: 1). This implied suppression of the bureaucratic bourgeoisie 
to the advantage of the commercial bourgeoisie only holds if education is given more social valance 
than property. If, however, both are seen as being of equal worth, then the process of bourgeois class 


Notes 167 


formation becomes more evident. Only then can the current ambiguities of the nature and boundaries 
of the state bourgeoisie be resolved (Waterbury 1991: 9). 

111. For instance, one notes the absence of the political power of the commercial society 
without articulating who actually has that power. Ahmad states that “in the Ottoman Empire there 
existed people who carried out the economic functions of a bourgeoisie, but never acquired the 
political power and influence of that class to mould the State in its own image and interests" (Ahmad 
1980: 329). 

112. Others who focus on the transformation of the Ottoman state argue and explore the 
development of the Ottoman political bourgeoisie in the mid-nineteenth century as reforms produced 
the first Western-educated cohort (Mardin 1962, 1983; Ortayli 1983; Hanioglu 1985; Keyder 1982; 
Georgeon 1986) without, at the same time, exploring the emergence of the Ottoman commercial 
bourgeoisie, or see the latter in dependent terms (Toprak 1982). 

113. By 1914, there were 178 Islamic educational institutions training 7,000 students, as 
opposed to 2,119 students being trained in the new Western-style schools of the sultan (Aktar 1990: 
41). 

114. Also, as the clothing reform thus initiated in the military was extended to the civilians, it 
eliminated one of the pillars of the Ottoman social stratification system (Lewis 1979: 100—3). 

115. Ottoman envoys to Europe had started observing the actual structures in government and 
society in the late eighteenth century (Lewis 1982: 207-8). Some reform suggestions ensued quickly 
thereafter but took time to implement because of the vastness of the task. 

116. A civil servant in the office of the imperial chancery, he explained his refusal by stating, 
"the type of work I will be doing is similar to the one I had been performing, I therefore cannot 
accept a raise. Also, I heard that the treasury of the muslims is currently facing hardships, if I get 
more salary I will be contributing to the damage, so my old salary is sufficient for me." 

117. Indeed, he noted that they tried to convince him "this salary and product is not specific to 
the individual, but instead to the position, hence, by deciding to do so, he will be harming whoever 
would occupy this position after him." 

118. The term refers to the gift from a greater to a lesser person and, as such, differs from 
piskesg, which denotes a present from an inferior to a superior. For further information on these 
practices, see “Pishkash,” in EI. 

119. Ottoman literacy had risen from 2 percent in 1868 to 5 percent in 1876, a remarkable 
achievement in a very short period of time (Issawi, in Findley 1989: 142). 

120. Similarly, in 1842, when they were invited to join the newly founded midwifery school, 
none of the Ottoman Jews accepted (Bozkurt 1989: 158—59). 

121. Two joined the foreign ministry, one urban administration, and one worked in trade 
courts. 

122. The idea of bedel, a money payment in lieu of some personal service or contribution to the 
state, was old practice; the poll tax that minorities had to pay was abolished with the Imperial 
Rescript of 1856. In return for no longer having to pay this "protection tax," the minorities had to be 
recruited instead into Ottoman military service. When this recruitment failed because of the struc- 
tural position of minorities in the Ottoman social system, the bedel-i askeri was introduced in lieu of 
such service, thereby reverting in practice to the old taxation system. It was abolished finally in 
1908. For further information on this process, see *Djizya, the Ottoman" and “Badal,” in EZ, “Bedel- 
i Askeri," in Islam Ansiklopedisi, and Lewis (1979: 337—40). 

123. These attempts are thoroughly documented by Yapp, who states that “one volunteer 
Christian cavalry brigade was raised, principally from Poles and Bulgarians, although, later, most of 
the Poles returned to Poland and were replaced by Muslims. The remaining Christian regiment 
apparently served in Syria... [When] the project of recruiting trustworthy Christians was re- 
vived . . . through a commission under Omer Pasha which recommended the recruitment of Armeni- 
ans and Bulgarians, but not Christians from Bosnia or Hercegovina, or Greeks" (1975: 351-52). 

124. Of the 115 deputies, 67 (58.3 percent) were Muslims and 48 (41.7 percent) minorities 
(Karal 1982: 395). 


168 Notes 


125. The pledge was, "I pledge to respect my sultan, my country, and the laws of the Constitu- 
tion and to perform no actions which might oppose them" (Karal 1982: 395). 

126. As one scholar notes, the Western missionaries who established such schools throughout 
the empire "contributed to the development of a bourgeois stratum among the Christians of the 
empire. The schools the Protestants established in Anatolia and the Balkans became a training 
ground for new generations of more secular minded individuals who redefined the communal basis 
of orthodoxy" (Augustinos 1992: 121). 


Chapter 3 


1. The Ottoman expression used in this case was that the Europeans' *mold became too tight 
for their stature" (kaliblari dar gelmeye başladı). 

2. The Ottoman expression is el hükmü lemen galebe kuvvetile. 

3. Ina 1805 Ottoman report on paper production in Europe, Ottoman officials indicated how 
the Europeans regarded their economic policy seriously enough to develop protectionist measures 
around it and to wage war for its preservation (Geng 1990: 16). 

4. Richards and Waterbury (1990: 47) make a similar argument for the contemporary politi- 
cal economy of the Middle East. They contend that contact with the West and increasing European 
involvement in the Middle East generated new class actors and strata, “a new merchant bourgeoisie 
from middlemen and foreigners." They add that "entrepreneurial functions were carried out by 
combinations of large foreign interests, nonnational intermediaries such as the Armenians, Jews, and 
Syro-Lebanese in Egypt, or by outright foreigners like the Greeks in Egypt" (1990: 402). 

5. The change in pace of the Ottoman economy during this period is better appreciated if one 
cites the rates of growth in Ottoman—European trade during the period 1730—1873, which “ex- 
panded about half to approximately 3 million pounds between 1730—80, increased roughly eighty to 
ninety percent between 1780—1830, and the volume kept doubling every 11—13 years until the 
1870's. Total value of the trade had surpassed 15 million pounds in 1850, and had reached 30 million 
pounds by the early 1870's" (Pamuk 1987: 29—30). Hence, Ottoman trade with Europe expanded 
tenfold in a century, and the Ottoman sultan lost control over this trade to the West. However, world 
trade patterns also increased during this period: it increased by 30 percent, from 300 million to 400 
million pounds between 1800 and 1830, multiplied fivefold between 1840 and 1870, and passed 
2,800 million pounds in the 1870s (Kasaba 1988: 44). Ottoman currency depreciated immensely 
during the same period; the rate of exchange of the Ottoman piaster vis-à-vis the pound sterling fell 
by approximately 20 percent between 1798 and 1803, and fell by another 50 percent between 1825 
and 1834. 

6. They had done so because Ottoman economic policy was based on provision (McGowan 
1981: 11). The three traditional sectors of the Ottoman economy, namely, commerce, agriculture, 
and crafts (Masters 1988: 200), were all controlled by the state to guarantee the provisioning of the 
empire. The Ottoman sultan often used his bargaining power not to limit imports but to control and 
tax exports. Hence, what shaped Ottoman economic policy was “provisionism, namely, a consumer- 
oriented outlook to provide, to supply; traditionalism, that is, maintaining the status quo; and 
fiscalism, that is, maximizing state revenues" (Geng 1990: 14, 18). 

7. This decrease was due to a number of economic factors that affected the entire Middle 
East (Issawi 1970: 266). The Middle Eastern region's productive power in agriculture and hand- 
icrafts had declined, and alternate sources of supply in the new colonies had also reduced Western 
demand for Middle Eastern products. The Middle East lost its control over trade in the Mediterra- 
nean and the Indian Ocean to the Europeans, and the spice trade dropped as a consequence. Yet, this 
decline in Middle Eastern trade with the West was mostly a decline in value as a crossroads trade. 
The Middle Eastern trade itself was not reduced to insignificance: the sheer size of the Ottoman 
empire guaranteed surplus production and exchange (Braudel 1984: 468—69). 

8. In the eighteenth century, Ottoman trade goods consisted of silk, copper, animal hides, 
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box wood, wax, furs, animal hair, wool, cotton, and deer horns (Özkaya 1985: 133). Ottoman exports 
to the West from Constantinople in 1750 consisted of buffalo hides, black ox hides, morocco, 
shagreen, goat's hair, camel hair, and wax; fine camlets, silk, and goat's hair processed for wigs were 
added later in the century (Braudel 1984: 471). Raw silk, mohair, carpets, raisins, raw cotton, rice, 
figs, lumber, dyes, olive oil, zinc, salt, and acorn were Ottoman exports from the port of Smyrna 
(Ozkaya 1985: 144). 

9, These were, specifically, textiles, mirrors, panes of glass, paper, pewter, sugar, brasil- 
wood and campeachy wood, English ales, mercury, drugs and spice, Indian indigo, and coffee. The 
new import items added and increased in quantity were cloth, silks, cottons from France, England, 
and Holland, steel, lead, furs, calicoes and indigo from St. Domingo, and coffee, Western imports 
from the French, English, and the Dutch arriving at the port of Smyrna were textiles, woolen cloth, 
tin cans, coffee, clocks and watches, glass, silver goods, ceramic ware, and lead (Ozkaya 1985: 144). 
The French, in addition, exported lumber and headgear (purchased by foreign residents and minor- 
ities), and the English exported gloves, sugar, liquor, picture frames, paintings, wigs, firearms, and 
spices. 

10. After 1580 (Davis 1970: 194), English traders traded with the Ottoman empire to find a 
way into Eastern markets and to secure themselves a share of the import to Europe of the roots and 
raw material for pharmaceutical use, pepper, spices, and Sumatran dyestuffs. By the seventeenth 
century, the volume of English woolen broadcloth sold at Ottoman ports equaled that of Venetian 
cloth. 

11. In 1740, 700 French trade ships were engaged in trade with the Ottomans, as opposed to 
10 English trade ships (Ozkaya 1985: 127). By 1756, 60 percent of the European boats departing 
from Smyrna were French (Panzac 1980: 159). Their cargo consisted of Persian silk, angora wool, 
and Anatolian linen; wheat, oil, and cotton products were also of increasing importance. 

12. The French had established many consulates at Ottoman ports, and these consulates 
actively interacted with Ottoman townsmen and tradesmen. By the end of the eighteenth century, the 
French had also established firms, trade centers in some of the ports: four in Alexandria, nine in 
Salonica, eleven in Constantinople, and twenty-nine in Smyrna (Ozkaya 1985: 132). 

13. Student vice consuls trained for six years, and recruitment of students was also regu- 
larized (Masson 1911: 181). 

14. In 1774, of the 323,470 livres spent by the Marseille chamber, 277,000 went as salaries to 
consuls (Masson 1911: 66). 

15. The Ottoman minorities had always retained their ties with their compatriots. For in- 
stance, during the second half of the eighteenth century, the Ottoman minorities in Constantinople 
had utilized their social networks with their coreligionists in many European cities and had drawn up 
bills of exchange with them. Specifically, "thirty percent of the drawees of the bills of exchange of 
Ottoman Greeks, Jews and Armenians were established in European cities such as Amsterdam, 
Leghorn or Vienna" (Eldem 1990: 589). 

16. The Greeks did suffer a setback during the Greek War of Independence, 1821—28. The 
Ottoman Greeks participated in this war not as a community but as individuals fighting for their 
motherland (Frangakis-Syrett 1991b: 401). One can argue that the prosperity of the trade facilitated 
the success of nationhood. Kemal Karpat (1973) claims, for instance, that non-Muslim Ottoman 
intermediaries channeled the wealth they accumulated through the commercial expansion in the 
eighteenth century to the secessionist movements in the nineteenth century. Yet, as Clogg (1981) 
points out, more documentation is necessary to substantiate this connection between wealth and 
political activism. 

17. For further discussion on this point, see, for instance, Lewis (1982: 107—9), who states 
that whereas Ottoman Muslims had preferred Jews, not often suspected of complicity with Western 
powers, for significant tasks, these Ottoman Jews lost their skills and contacts as they ceased to come 
from Europe and as Christian Europeans gained ascendancy in Mediterranean trade. Gibb and 
Bowen also assert that the commercial activities of Syrian Christians and Armenians expanded at the 
expense of the "other confessions, especially Jews, who were suddenly ousted by the European use 
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of legal protection favoring Christians" (1963, I: 310—11). Raymond also adds, in the case of Egypt, 
that “the Syrian Catholic community supplanted the Jews around the 1770s" (1974). 

18. See Göçek (1987) for a fuller account of the Ottoman attempts and subsequent failure to 
counter Western expansion. 

19. Municipal officials set a fixed price, purchased basic food staples, and stored them in the 
cities. This measure prevented food riots in the cities. 

20. This penetration of the office-households into the Janissary corps changed the nature of 
the corps as the Janissaries became more and more involved in the political competition among the 
office-households over the allocation of offices. 

21. The wealth of Janissaries was inherited by their kin, or, when there were no kin, by the 
Janissary corps (A427/38; A219/77; MM10232/11; B147/40; HH14109). 

22. In Aleppo, for instance, tensions between the guilds and the Janissaries escalated as the 
Janissaries attempted to enter the trades without guild permission (Masters 1988: 46—47). 

23. In the eighteenth century, there were 40,000 Janissaries in Constantinople, and throughout 
the empire 160,000 men were, or claimed to be, Janissaries. This large number also supports the 
contention that the Janissaries expanded into the ranks of the artisans. For more information, see 
“İstanbul,” in EI. 

24. Some such artisans in this military category were the skullcapper (takkeci) Mesut Agha, 
who died in 1796 (A679/31), stone-maker Hüseyin bese son of Mehmed (A715/48), who died in 
1799, and stone-maker Abdullah Aga (A802/84), who died in 1805. All of the wealth of these 
artisans was concentrated in their raw material, products, and shops— it did not extend beyond the 
workplace. Most artisans’ wealth was constrained to their job and profession. The heirs of these 
artisans often did not keep the goods or maintain partnership but received the cash equivalent 
instead. 

25. He presumably had wealth over 200,000 piasters. The account then informs us that “his 
valuable goods were stolen, and, eventually, only 40,000 piasters including his documented loans to 
thirty people were recovered." 

26. The liquid assets of the usurers and merchants also made this confiscation easier than 
those of the artisans, which were mostly goods or tools that could not be easily converted into cash. 

27. Thus, technically, one can argue that the sultan was not confiscating their wealth but 
forcing a loan out of the heirs. 

28. Muslim males, totaling 73,496, comprised 39 percent of the tax-paying population; there 
were also approximately 100,000 tax-exempt officials and their households in the capital. The actual 
minority figures were 54,500 Ottoman Greek males, 48,099 Ottoman Armenian males and 11,413 
Ottoman Jewish males. Women, children, and students were not included in these figures. For 
further information, see “Istanbul,” in EI. 

29. Western travelers often commented on the interaction between minorities and foreign 
residents. One such traveler, for instance, noted that “all the Frankish merchants, i.e., French, British, 
Dutch, Venetians, Genoese, and others, live in Galata because of the residence of their ambassadors 
and because their ships land there. Galata also has a large population of Turks, Greeks, Armenians 
and Jews who have their own churches and synagogues” (in Davison 1982: 322). 

30. In mid-seventeenth-century Galata, where the foreign residents lived, of the ninety-three 
districts, seventy were Greek, three Frankish, two Armenian, one Jewish, and seventeen Muslim. 
Hence the Ottoman Greeks held the population majority in this small but commercially significant 
district. 

3]. For further information on this practice, see “Berath,” in £7. 

32. Minorities had always traded with the West, but the West had not been powerful enough in 
the previous centuries to penetrate Ottoman society at large and to offer protection to mino- 
rities. 

33. See (Göçek 1992) for a detailed analysis of Ottoman minority artisans, who, like all 
Ottoman artisans, failed to escape the sultan's control. 

34. This was the term used to denote Ottoman Greeks residing in the quarter of Phanar, who 
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had monopolized the positions of dragomanship at the Sublime Porte, were often interpreters in 
foreign embassies, and often represented the Ottoman state in Europe and the Balkans. 

35. His ability to do so as an official's son demonstrates how significant social position was in 
determining the boundaries of one's ties in society. 

36. D'Ohsson's son followed him in the field of diplomacy to become a diplomat for the 
Swedes. After his education in Paris, Vienna, and Sweden, this son became a Swedish embassy 
secretary in Madrid and Paris. In 1835, he was made Swedish ambassador to Berlin. His career path 
indicates how fluid social boundaries were across states before the advent of nationalism: the son of 
an Ottoman subject represented Sweden in Europe. 

37. In his memorandum, d'Ohsson suggested the foundation of a school of military sciences 
and outlined the courses, teachers, and schedule of the school. Such a school was indeed established 
in 1795, following his blueprint. 

38. Specifically, it was the Swedish demand for money from the Ottoman empire and his 
support of the French revolutionaries in Constantinople against the royalists that put him at odds 
with the Ottomans. 

39. He had accounts with the sultan's treasury, and this fact was used to justify the confisca- 
tion. He tried to evade confiscation by purchasing urban property under the names of his relatives 
rather than his own. His real estate investment was vast: it included two inns, eight houses, seventeen 
shops, six rooms, two ports, twelve vegetable gardens, and five plots of land. 

40. He had not invested his wealth in property but kept it mostly in cash. His partner Abraham 
alone owed him 197,000 aspers. When all the money lent out to creditors was collected, his inheri- 
tance was determined (see D9976) at 4,476,481 aspers—a vast amount. 

41. The Ottoman state often intervened on their behalf to guarantee their proper treatment in 
trade. 

42. For example, Ottoman Armenians established themselves in Livorno in 1553, in Amster- 
dam in 1661—65 and 1701-5, and in Marseilles in 1612 (Frangakis-Syrett 1985: 32). 

43. One study in particular (Masters 1988) demonstrates this eighteenth-century transition 
through a case study of the Muslin merchants of Aleppo, who switched, out of necessity, from being 
competitors in transit trade to sellers of locally produced agricultural products to the Europeans. 

44. For further information on this treaty and its impact on the Ottoman empire, see “Küçük 
Kaynardja,” in EJ, and “Küçük Kaynarca,” in İslam Ansiklopedisi. 

45. This limitation by the sultan may have been due to the observation that Muslim mer- 
chants, who had more potential access to societal resources, could be more challenging to the sultan 
than minority merchants. 

46. Indeed, many such confiscated inheritance registers of merchants appeared throughout the 
eighteenth and nineteenth centuries. For example, merchant Kara Mustafa of Candia in 1793 
(MM9722/24-25), cloth merchant Ibrahim Efendi of Constantinople in 1810 (MM9726/326-7), 
merchant Abdülaziz Aga, who was also a money-changer, in 1809 (MM9755/189, 156-57, 174), 
and merchant Osman of Salonica in 1810 (MM9926/16) had all died leaving behind large fortunes 
that were all confiscated by the sultan. Yet the sultan could not engage in such a practice with 
minority merchants once they entered under foreign protection. 

47. Eventually, in order to repatriate these former Ottoman subjects, the Ottoman sultan 
decreed in edicts in 1850, 1860, and 1863 that those claiming foreign citizenship ought to move to 
another country and forgo their inheritance rights from their Ottoman relatives, but to no avail 
(Bozkurt 1989: 145—406). 

48. Ottoman provinces also witnessed a similar development in minority West relations. The 
economic and social resources of minorities rose as a consequence (Hourani 1957: 103-5). 

49. Their emigrations to Livorno, the center of Levant trade, and to Egypt to escape the 
persecution by the Orthodox on the Greek Catholics in Damascus and Aleppo, also helped expand 
their trade with Europe. 

50. For a fuller discussion of this model, the regression, and its implications, see Göçek 
(1994). 
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51. For a thorough discussion of these earlier contacts between the Muslim world and Europe, 
see Lewis (1982), especially chapters 7, 9, and 10. 

52. Once, when the sultan's Greek dragoman requested, on December 1733, two chairs for 
the kiosk of the Ottoman sultan, who “liked to sit in European fashion,” the bailo took the dragoman 
into the best room in the embassy and let him select two chairs. These chairs with decorated frames 
were upholstered in velvet—the dragoman asked the bailo to have “some gold decoration and fringe 
put upon them." These chairs were then sent to the sultan's palace as gifts from the bailo (Shay 1944: 
55). In the other instance, he sent two mirrors to the sultan's sons during their convalescence after 
their circumcisions. 

53. They presented children's coffee-and-chocolate sets and opera glasses to the newly cir- 
cumcised sultan's sons (Shay 1944: 45, 47, 48, 55). 

54. Between 1726 and 1730, the grand vezir received 150 robes and the grand admiral a 
telescope. The grand admiral, for his building on the Bosphorus, also desired one thousand large 
pieces of glass and two thousand of average size. 

55. In 1673, for example, when the French ambassador had an amateur theater group give 
performances in the embassy, the audience consisted of foreign residents and Ottoman minorities. 
When a new theater was built in the same embassy for ballet and theatrical performances in 1676, 
the audience now included some Ottoman officials (Renda 1977: 16—18; 1983: 15). In the eighteenth 
century, the Ottomans who had started to participate in these embassy functions became exposed to 
these Western forms (Tott [1785] 1973: 10—13). For a detailed discussion of the development of 
Ottoman theater, see And (1992). 

56. The adoption of Western-style dress was one such instance. For example, upon his return 
from a visit to Paris, d'Ohsson started wearing "French-style costumes" in Constantinople (Beydilli 
1983: 260). 

57. Baron de Tott, a military advisor, married an Ottoman Greek woman himself and re- 
counted the many visits he made to the houses of Ottoman officials as a consequence. 

58. The advent of the water-frame machine and the mill cut production costs and reduced 
prices for English textiles to well below those of the Ottomans', and English textiles fully penetrated 
Ottoman domestic markets in the late nineteenth century (Ínalcik 1979: 44—45). 

59. The document refers to this official by his title, not his name; he is listed as Silahdar Aga. 

60. For example, in 1780, valuable swords, daggers, ring, gold watches, and many fur coats 
were sent directly to the sultan's treasury from the confiscated inheritance of the commander of 
Belgrade, Izzed Pasha (D4671). 

61. One example is the 1798 inheritance register of the governor of Erzurum, Abdi Pasha 
(D694/677). 

62. For example, the 1809 inheritance register of the head chamberlain (kapucubagi) at the 
sultan's palace (D2277) contains a list of all the goods auctioned at this market and the names of 
those who purchased the auctioned goods. The officials at the treasury, the head physician, and the 
head eunuch of the Ottoman palace all purchased valuable goods from this inheritance. 

63. The 1739 inheritance record drawn up after the death of the commander of Kefe, Mehmed 
Pasha (MM10338/315), indicates, for example, that he had sent his steward to Constantinople to 
purchase Western textiles for his household members. The steward had purchased large volumes of 
European broadcloth and satin cloth from the Frankish merchant Davidoci. Similarly, another 
governor, Cezzar Ahmed Pasha (CD7718), sent a couple of his household members to Constantino- 
ple in 1803 to procure many items, including textiles, Persian and Arabic dictionaries, ink, and 
paper. These goods were put in two saddlebags and given to his household members to transport. 
The expense register (KK791) of another vezir who held office in Belgrade in the period 1786—87 
reveals that he had sent for textiles from Constantinople to clothe sixty to seventy members of his 
household. Many luxury items and Western goods such as watches and eyeglasses were present in 
the inheritance registers of tax-farmer Mehmed Efendi from an island in the Aegean (CM15918) in 
1795 and of the governor of Jiddah Yusuf Pasha (MM9725/257-59) in 1800. 

64. For studies based on Ottoman inheritance registers, see, for example, Inalcik (1953—54), 


Notes 173 


Fekete (1965), Barkan (1966), Mandeville (1966), Cohen (1971, 1973, 1984), Bakhit (1972), Cezar 
(1977), Jennings (1978), Veinstein (1981), Tucker (1981), Rafeq (1994). 

65. In social science analysis, probate inventories have been used for a number of purposes 
(Schuurman 1980: 19—21), ranging from the study of wealth, wealth composition, forms of credit, 
and securities to consumer goods, consumption patterns, life style, material culture, to agricultural 
history entailing mechanization of agriculture, yield ratios, numbers of livestock, development of 
agricultural implements, economic activity of artisans, to women's history and their environment, 
history of the family, economic growth research, and the study of modernization, proto-industria- 
lization. With some exceptions, the origins of all inheritance registers (Woude and Schuurman 
1980) in Europe can be traced to the period between the sixteenth and eighteenth centuries. This 
temporal location may have resulted from the general level of material culture, or the changing 
attitude of people toward the possession of material goods, or the changing structure of the family 
and inheritance during that period. The rise of a centralized government and, with it, a bureau- 
cracy, may also account for it. The rise of the general level of material wealth after the eighteenth 
century with the advent of individualization and mass manufacture may account for their disap- 
pearance; the relative value of goods decreased, and the drawing up of inheritance registers be- 
came very laborious. 

66. The great bulk of what has been written throughout history has been by and for elites. 
Literacy among nonelites has been commonplace only for a few hundred years in the West, and 
literate common people have infrequently left any record of their actions, relationships, or attitudes 
(Roy 1984: 488). Inheritance registers balance historical accounts centering on the elite by providing 
material on the ordinary people. This new historical perspective has aided recent research on 
inheritance registers ranging from the peasant classes under the Habsburgs in the seventeenth 
century (Rebel 1983), to essays on popular culture in eighteenth-century Paris (Roche 1981), to the 
study of wills and wealth in medieval Genoa (Epstein 1984), to the study of society and economy in 
colonial Connecticut in the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries (Main 1985). 

67. Inheritances maintain any separation of ownership and accentuate inequalities in the 
distribution of wealth and, through it, of social class, rank, and power (Rheinstein 1955: 4). 

68. The extent of the use of the rules laid down in the Qur'an varies in practice (Schacht, 
1964: 76): its hold is strongest on the law of family, inheritance, and religious endowments and 
weakest on penal law, taxation, constitutional law, and the law of war, with the law of contracts and 
obligations standing in the middle. 

69. Wills are to be made with two witnesses when death draws unto them (Maide V: 106). 

70. You "give unto orphans their wealth. Exchange not the goods for the bad in your marriage 
and thereof nor absorb their wealth into your own wealth—that would be a great sin" (Nisa IV: 2). 

71. The section states, "give unto the women you marry free gift of their marriage portions" 
(Nisa IV: 4); it thus guarantees that women get their marriage portions back from the inheritance of 
their husbands. 

72. Schacht states that the religious foundation was "construed as the withdrawal from circu- 
lation of the substance of a property owned by the founder where the spending of the proceeds only 
occurred for a charitable purpose" (1964: 125, 169). The legal issue of who becomes the owner of 
the substance remains unresolved in this formulation. 

73. For example, according to Ottoman practice, creditors had to legally prove the debts the 
deceased owed them before being paid; they had to present a voucher or two witnesses. The wills the 
deceased made to his heirs, or wills made specifically to leave out certain heirs, were not considered 
valid. Wills could be made to a child still in the womb, to slaves, and to religious minorities—yet no 
inheritance could be partitioned among these parties. If there were no heirs but a will, the inheritance 
was given to the person specified by the will. If there was no will or some portion remained after the 
execution of the will, the inheritance reverted to the public treasury. If there were orphans involved 
in the inheritance as heirs, the state appointed a guardian over them to protect their share (Barkan 
1966: 19-23). If upon the death, no heirs of the deceased emerged to claim their shares, the 
inheritance was given to the public treasury, where it was kept for a specified amount of time to be 
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reclaimed. If no such reclamation occurred, the public treasury retained the inheritance—as a 1760 
case (MM9982/132) exemplified. 

Two problems in application concerned the inheritance process of properties that formed a part 
of religious endowments and of fiefs. Properties belonging to religious endowments were distributed 
equally between male and female children—as opposed to the distribution of individual properties, 
where the male got twice the share of the female (B27/29). This may have provided an added 
incentive to establish religious endowments if one wanted to leave more to one's female heirs. In the 
case of fiefs, when the fief-holder died, the fief would be distributed to someone else—yet the 
produce in the cellars and movable goods belonged to the heirs (MM1021 1/41). 

74. The extent of the judge's power and jurisdiction extended beyond matters of personal 
status such as marriage, divorce, inheritance, and child custody to include supervising and register- 
ing economic transactions, overseeing all religious institutions, including endowments, overseeing 
trade, fixing prices of goods and transportation costs, controlling weights and measures, supervising 
the currency, adjudicating criminal and civil cases, overseeing poll tax payments, endorsing heads of 
guilds, and approving construction of new buildings and renovations (Uzunçarşılı 1984b: 134; 
Doumani 1985: 156-57). Hence, the judge at once performed the functions of a legal executor, 
notary, and state official; he had to approve almost all societal transactions (Bayindir 1984). 

75. The judges and religious court did not have separate work quarters; they operated out of 
the house of the judge. 

76. See appendix in this book for one such register. 

77. The division of shares into fractions in accordance with the Islamic law of inheritance 
became complex when some of the heirs died while the inheritance was still being drawn up. In 1765, 
for example, upon the immediate death of four of the heirs (perhaps because of a plague), the 
inheritance of Mehmed the fruit-seller (B25/234) was divided and redivided so many times that the 
denominator had become 61,440 for one share. Similarly, the 1803 inheritance of another Mehmed, 
the meat-seller (B80/19), was apportioned into shares of | in 1,152 upon the death of one of the heirs. 

78. The idea that an institution, i.e., the Janissary corps, could inherit was highly unusual in 
Islamic legal practice. This practice may have resulted from the legal interpretation that qualifies the 
religious foundation, for instance, as an heir to an inheritance because it institutionally *withdraws 
from circulation of the substance of a property owned by the founder where the spending of the 
proceeds only occurs for a charitable purpose" (Schacht 1964: 125, 169). The same reasoning may 
apply to the Janissary corps, which also had ties with the religious Bektaşi order. 

79. There were only two military judges, one overseeing the region of Rumelia, including 
Constantinople, and the other overseeing Anatolia, including Iraq, Syria, and Egypt. In addition to 
their daily salaries, these judges also took duties from their judicial transactions; these duties added 
up to from 8,000 aspers (gurush) a day for the military judge of Rumelia to 15,000 aspers a day for 
the military judge of Anatolia (Uzunçarşılı 1984b: 154—58). 

80. In each judicial district, the local judge often executed military inheritances and saved the 
duties from them for the military inheritance partitioner; inspectors sent from Constantinople peri- 
odically collected these duties (Uzunçarşılı 1984b: 121—24, 230). 

81. Court duties were fixed by imperial decree. The duty for each inheritance execution was 
fifteen for every thousand in the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries and twenty-five in the eigh- 
teenth (Uzunçarşılı 1984b: 136-37). 

82. The judges broke these rules by 


farming out your judicial district to deputy-judges who would roam the villages, count and regis- 
ter the number of new graves; they would then go to the household asking when these people had 
died, what happened to their inheritance and why it was not reported, and how could the burial 
take place without permission. They would also not permit religious minorities to bury their dead 
without taking some money. And they would by force register the inheritance, even if all heirs 
were present and no one had asked the court to draw up the inheritance. When recording the 
inheritance, they would overvalue a 200 silver coin good as being worth a 1,000 (to increase their 
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proportional inheritance duties), would confiscate some goods in return for their services and 
would redraw the inheritance register by claiming that the distribution was unfair and that heirs 
had hidden goods away. They would thus apportion the inheritance over and over two or three 
times and reduce it so much so that the goods of the heirs were not even be sufficient to cover the 
duties accrued for the jadge. (Mühimme 78/899) 


83. Throughout the sixteenth and seventeenth centuries, many imperial decrees carefully 
spelled out (Uzunçarşılı 1984a: 240; 1984b: 123) who were subjects and who were not so as to 
reduce the emerging conflict over inheritance. 

84. First, the population of inheritance registers listed for the years 1705 to 1809 was drawn 
out. Then, this population was classified in ascending twenty-year clusters. A random number aided 
the selection of the samples. 

85. The confiscation system helped the Ottoman sultan to regain control over resources and to 
redistribute the resources contained in the inheritance. The Ottoman confiscation system originated 
in the emergence of the sultan's household. Ottoman officials were initially trained at the palace and 
then appointed to administrative posts by the sultan. Upon their death, their wealth reverted to the 
sultan through confiscation; the sultan who bestowed wealth thus took it away. Even when officials 
reduced their patronage ties with the sultan in the eighteenth century, the practice of confiscation 
continued and was legitimated by precedence. The inheritances of officials were confiscated either 
upon or before death, when there was a misuse of office. It is from among these confiscated 
inheritances that the sample of fifty-three is drawn. 

86. See, for example, the inheritance register of Ali Ağa in 1763, which spreads, within 
MM7901, to pages 185, 190, 332, and 594-97. 

87. Because the age of the deceased is unknown (although one can make an estimate from the 
number of heirs and their marital status) the acquisition pattern of the individual during his life 
cannot be estimated. 

88. The wealth of the husband and wife are often separated in Ottoman society. It is therefore 
difficult to generalize the information about the deceased to his or her entire household. 

89. The theoretical grounding of the Western goods penetration into pattern Ottoman society 
derives from diffusion theory and the early works of Gabriel Tarde (1969: 185-87). The theory 
states that imitation precedes from outer to inner man; people imitate one another by copying luxury 
before they become possessed of its tastes and literature, its aims and ideas, in a word, its spirit. 
Imitation of ends precedes the imitation of means. Contemporary research on the diffusion of 
innovations has improved these early generalizations. Woude and Schuurman state that “higher 
wealth groups, social groups and inhabitants of cities adopt new goods more readily than the lower 
wealth classes, the lower social classes, and rural inhabitants" (1979: 28). 

90. One drawback of the analysis is the number of observations contained in each category. 
The total number of observations, 124, is a small sample for quantitative analysis. Yet it is neverthe- 
less a sufficient stratified sample for historical research where data is limited by the availability of 
documents, time, and human power for collecting data. The number of observations is presented in 
each case to mitigate the bias that may result from relying on percentages and proportions. 

9]. The general form of a logit model is: 


lg P = CONSTANT + fg," YEAR] + B,'ÍPDUMMY VARIABLE FOR SOCIAL GROUP] 
1—p - B," INTERACTION) 


When social group is broken down as dummies for Elite, Military, and Populace, and the groups are 
treated separately because samples are different from one another, the fitted equation is: 


Logit (Probability of Western Goods Present) = a + B, (Year) + B, (Social Group) 
+ B, (Year * Social Group) + e 
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The coefficient B4 has three components: B, stands for the interaction between Year and top-level 
Officials; B4' stands for the interaction between Year and Military; and B,” stands for interaction 
between Year and Populace. 

92. In the second regression, the equation for "Elite" was: 


X = .4798 + .0004116* (YEAR-1700), where 
p (Western) — et = a Sn 
Toper es So] 





The equation for “Subjects” was: 


X = —1.7972 + .0132116* (YEAR-1700), 


where p(Western) was same as above. Note that the interaction term has been incorporated into each 
equation. 

93. The absence of Western goods from some registers may be due to the partial nature of 
some registers, which only list properties, livestock, and debts of the deceased—at least these are the 
only portions of the registers that have survived. 

94. Of the fifty-nine inheritances that contained Western goods, the values of only forty were 
known, and nineteen missing observations were all in the social group of officials (maybe due to 
confiscations). The average value of Western goods per inheritance was 39,571 aspers, and the 
average value of total goods per inheritance was 1,246,764; the average proportional value of 
Western goods was 3.2 percent in the inheritances. 

95. For a detailed discussion of clocks, watches, binoculars, and other items of Western 
material culture diffusing into Ottoman society, see Göçek (1987), especially chapters 6 and 7. On 
clocks and watches, see also Davis (1984), Kurz (1975), Landes (1983), and Cipolla (1967). 
Although there were local productions of textiles, glassware, firearms, clocks, and watches 
(Kütükoğlu 1983), they varied greatly in quality. 

96. The two dimensions of the growth of capitalism as an economic system and the bour- 
geoisie as its principal class were, in its Western historical formulation, the free accumulation of 
capital and the emancipation of labor from restrictions (Dobb 1947: 161, 185). 

97. This is what makes the argument of Adam Smith that labor was the source of wealth, and 
that of John Locke, that labor was the true source of property, so powerful. Wealth, which had 
always been perceived as something derived from inheritance or conquest, was now regarded as a 
product of labor. Labor was no longer associated with poverty and the need to work. Two opposing 
views of labor emerged, that of the mercantilists, who emphasized industry as the site of productive 
work, and that of the physiocrats, for whom agricultural work was the only authentically productive 
type (Kaplan and Koepp 1986: 15-17). 

98. Artisans became transformed into workers when skill became redefined and alienated 
from the artisan; industrial work, once formed, meant both mechanized factory work, domestic 
labor, the putting out system, and centralized manufactories (Bruland 1989: 157). This was also the 
case in transitional societies, such as the Russian empire (Bonnell 1983: 6). 

99. Dehumanization of the productive citizen also set in at the same time, as workers “be- 
come docile automatons . . . portrayed as appendages to technology" (Sewell 1986: 276-77). The 
fuller quotation upon which this statement is drawn elucidates how the illustrations of the mechani- 
cal arts in the plates of Diderot's Encyclopédie “represent a scientized, individualized, utopian 
projection of the world of work as imagined by the philosophes. It is not an attractive vision . . . it is 
cold, analytical, and deadly serious. . . . Workers are docile automatons . . . portrayed as append- 
ages to technology." A concomitant observation on the Encyclopédie contends (Koepp 1986: 232) 
that henceforth the alphabetical order starts to structure nature and society, instead of the tripartite 
division of history, philosophy, and poetry. Ironically, this Cartesian transformation was also accom- 
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panied by an optimism whereby it was believed that greater productivity would automatically lead to 
social happiness (Rabinbach 1986: 498). 

100. The bourgeoisie formed into a class through acquiring the social vision of "leading 
humanity out of the darkness of their past" (Hobsbawm 1989: 23-24). 

101. Another assumption that is less crucial for our purpose here, but nevertheless an important 
one, is that in form the bourgeoisie in non-Western contexts is often expected to replicate the 
Western one. This also is erroneous. The cosmopolitan bourgeoisie that was briefly created during 
the mid-nineteenth century in locations such as Buenos Aires and India (Jones 1987: 1—2) could not 
sustain itself as larger-scale business organization, managerial authority, and rapprochement with the 
state rendered it powerless. The belated development of the commercial capitalism that accompanied 
export agriculture left a very limited space for the formation, in its stead, of a local merchant 
bourgeoisie (Amin 1976: 338). Also, the collaboration of the large landowners and merchants in the 
production and export of agricultural goods obstructed the development of an industrial bourgeoisie 
(Allahar 1990: 226-27). The bourgeoisie in non-Western contexts was therefore dominated by 
merchants and not manufacturers and by a national bourgeoisie actively nurtured and sponsored by 
the state. 

102. Of course, one can even argue that it did not even hold in the Western European context. 
More analysis needs to be conducted on this perspective to depict how Western divisions across race, 
religion, ethnicity, and gender affected class formation. 

103. One can argue that the formation of the bureaucratic bourgeoisie from the Ottoman 
household structure was more of an example of change from within. Yet, this distinction is merely 
analytical. Empirically, as this book has attempted to demonstrate, "internal" and "external" ele- 
ments of structure, agency, and historical conjuncture interact in creating both the Ottoman bureau- 
cratic and the Ottoman commercial bourgeoisie. 

104. Also, one scholar argues, the minorities did not invest this money in proto-industry 
because "many more attractive options, such as real estate, tax farming, religious foundations, trade 
and moneylending, existed for returning profits to investors" (Masters 1988: 147). Yet these attrac- 
tive options were often contingent on the investor's religion. Another scholar's argument that the 
minorities “did not support the Ottoman state because it was economic disorder that helped them rise 
to power" (Kasaba 1988: 58—59) overlooks the eventual need for protection that the bourgeoisie 
needs to develop. 

105. In Parkin's analysis, communal divisions are no longer "inherent attributes of the social 
system that tend to be residual and anachronistic in nature" (1974: 2—3) but the product of histori- 
cally specific actors. Hence, all elements of class become historically constructed. 

106. British exports to the Ottoman empire rose from 153,903 English pounds in 1814 to 
2,515,821 pounds in 1850, an approximately fifteenfold increase (Owen 1981: 83-85). 

107. For instance, Ahmed Lütfi noted that "with that treaty, even though the trade monopoly 
system was abolished, it was replaced by foreign monopoly ... the foreigners participated in 
everything. They gradually pulled trade and commerce away [from the Ottomans]" (1875] 1991, V: 
112). Namik Kemal and Ziya Pasha also wrote in 1868 on the negative influence of the trade 
privileges given to the Europeans (cited in Ónsoy 1988: 30). 

108. This view has recently been challenged by one scholar (Pamuk 1987: 11—18), who argued 
that rather than singling out this one instance, one ought to look at the peripheralization of the 
Ottoman empire within the world economic system as a gradual process extending throughout the 
nineteenth century. 

109. There was also substantial resistance to the trade treaty, mostly from Ottoman customs 
officials, who were also tax-farmers. For instance, in Smyrna, “in direct contravention to the newly 
applied treaty, [Ottoman] customs officials tried to impose extra dues on goods, did not release 
goods from customs unti] they were paid, forbade their circulation in the interior, or imposed 
additional taxes on tbe Ottoman purchases of these goods" (Frangakis-Syrett 1992: 93). Ottoman 
officials also resisted by “announcing a temporary prohibition on the export of a produce, claiming 
this to be an order of the government. Foreign merchants often attributed the zeal and promptness in 
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executing the order to the local authority's desire to drive incoming merchants out of the market so 
that local Ottoman Muslim merchants, who were also some of the local officials, could buy large 
quantities of wheat at low prices for speculation" (Frangakis-Syrett 1992: 103). 

110. By the twentieth century, increased Habsburg influence led the Ottoman empire to enter 
World War Lon the side of the Germans. This alliance was the end result of a long process of German 
penetration (Ortayli 1981: 5, 32, 47, 52, 64). For instance, the Ottoman army started to employ 
German military officers, who, even though carrying Ottoman uniforms and ranks, maintained their 
advancement within the German military system. These were soon joined by civil administrators and 
educators. In 1850, Protestants were recognized as a minority group within the Ottoman empire. 
German engineers and professionals came to build the Baghdad railroad system in 1888. The 
German emperor Wilhelm II traveled twice to the Holy Lands and symbolically announced his 
commitment to protect the Muslims of the world. By the end of 1898, Germans had established more 
than 120 firms in Constantinople. 

111. Those among them who accumulated enough capital to lend the Ottoman state were A. 
Baltazzi, Christaki Zographos, J. Camondo, and G. Zarifi (Eldem 1970: 229-30). 

112. Banking in the empire was also established mainly as institutions through which to 
finance Ottoman state loans. The Ottoman state established the Istanbul Bank in 1847 with the 
bankers Alleon and Baltazzi with the latent function of lending 130 million piasters to the state and 
was abolished in 1852. The Ottoman Bank was established in 1856 with mostly British capital to 
finance the Crimean war, and other banks founded with British, French, Belgian, and Ottoman 
minority initiative continued (Eldem 1970: 231). Attempts to establish indigenous credit institutions, 
"to foster savings among the populace," dated back to the 1860s, yet the rumors of impending 
confiscation by the Ottoman state led to a major crisis whereby the effectiveness of these institutions 
was reduced significantly" (Eldem 1970: 232). 

113. The Ottoman minority bankers who also had money owed to them were issued 8 million 
piasters’ worth of PDA bonds at 5 percent interest in return for the owed amount. 

114. The debts were 91.82 million Ottoman piasters in 1881, 78 million in 1898, and 131 
million in 1913 (Eldem 1970: 266). 

115. The net Public Debt Administration revenues (in English pounds) according to years were 


1882—-83/1886—87 19,520,000 
1887—88/1891—92 19,360,000 
1892-83/1896—97 21,570,000 
1897—98/1901—92 21,200,000 
1902—3/1906-7 25,380,000 


116. One scholar (Kasaba 1988: 110) argues that Western imperialist policies of expansion to 
overcome the 1873—96 great depression in Europe led to direct foreign penetration whereby Eu- 
ropeans replaced the minorities. However, there is not yet adequate evidence to support this argu- 
ment. 

117. It administered the first Ottoman industrial exhibit in 1863, and formulated the Ottoman 
Commission for the Reform of the Industry in 1864. 

118. The financing of these companies was often undertaken by Ottoman officials (ID 41/154). 

119. Private industry mostly comprised silk production, printing presses, food processing, and 
bottling plants. 

120. Between 1881 and 1903, the fifteen companies founded by domestic investment had a 
capital of 18.5 million piasters, as opposed to the 673.6 million piaster capital of the eighteen foreign 
companies—again, a dramatic thirty-five—fold difference (Eldem 1970: 121). 

121. It mostly comprised textile production, cloth manufacturing for the military and civil 
officialdom, and some porcelain production (Eldem 1970: 117-21). The Ottoman state did invest in 
railroad production, a decision that increased agricultural production in the areas connected by rail 
twofold (Eldem 1970: 151-59). 
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122. The 1839 Noble Rescript of the Rose Chamber and the 1856 Imperial Rescript (Karal 
1982: 388) were both based on the Western notions of human rights, proclaiming, meanwhile, such 
principles as the security of life, honor, and property and the equality of all, regardless of religion, in 
the application of its provisions. The former set the stage for these provisions and the latter one 
articulated them, whereby, Ottoman citizens, regardless of religion, could be accepted for govern- 
ment service and enroll in both military and civilian state schools. The reiteration of the second 
rescript demonstrated the inability of the first to surmount Ottoman ethnic segmentation between 
Muslims and minorities. 

123. In the case of the Ottoman Greeks, Augustinos argues that these reforms “transformed the 
Greek confessional community into a national society" (1992: 6). This brings forth the issue of the 
relationship between nationalism and capitalism. Indeed, it is difficult to differentiate the national 
and bourgeois consciousness from one another since both appear to be conflated during the late 
nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. 

124. Some of the minorities, namely, the Ottoman Greeks, were not happy to be placed on an 
equal footing with the others, the Armenians and the Jews, who had, in that order, always ranked 
below them socially. 

125. One scholar (Gülsoy 1991: 447) argues that had the Ottoman Muslims been prepared for 
this rescript, which was suddenly foisted on them, they would have had more time to react peacefully 
rather than violently. The nature of the Muslim reactions, however, suggest that the reactions would 
have been just as strong had the Muslims been aware of the reform ahead of time. 

126. Refer to (Goldstone 1991) for an erudite analysis of the interconnection between popula- 
tion movements and social change, including those in the Ottoman empire, but at an earlier period, 
the seventeenth century. 

127. There has been no adequate study of Armenian labor migration patterns. My archival 
analysis on the Ottoman Armenians did indicate such a pattern, however (Göçek 1992). 

128. These comprised migrations from the Crimea, the Caucasus, and the Balkans after the 
1853—56 and the 1878 Ottoman- Russian wars; migrations from the Caucasus exceeded two million 
during the period 1862-70. 

129. Note that even though these figures are based on the results of the first statistical compila- 
tions of information in the empire (Göçek and Hanioglu 1992), nevertheless they probably did not 
include minorities under foreign protection and Ottoman palace members and their families who had 
tax-free status. So the figures are, at best, estimates, and therefore we base our argument on the ratio 
of Muslims to minorities in the empire rather than on actual figures. See also Gógek and Hanioglu 
(1992) for other possible biases in Ottoman statistical data collection methods. 

130. The only exception seems to be the Circassians and the Caucasians, who, after their defeat 
in 1859 at the hands of the Russians, were settled in Anatolia, namely, Kütahya and Ankara in one 
case, and Qukurova in the other (Eryilmaz 1990: 83). 

131. The rest, consecutively 19 percent, 10 percent, and 20 percent, were identified as “others,” 
probably Ottoman Jews, foreign merchants, and minorities that had attained foreign protection. One 
scholar conjectures that the Sephardic Jews were “unable to break into the trade of the Levant due to 
European mistrust and the Ottoman inability to award them special considerations" (Masters 1988: 
90). For additional evidence on this point, refer to note 22 and Lewis (1982: 107—9), Gibb and 
Bowen (1963, I: 310—11), Raymond (1974: 282, 463, 490). 

132. In another instance, a European company building an Ottoman port enhanced this polar- 
ization as it recruited nonguild workers among the Ottoman Christians to break the power of the 
largely Muslim porters' and boaters' guilds, which opposed the company's activities (Quatert 1983: 
103). 

133. These were mostly Ottoman Armenian students who were sent to one of the three 
educational institutions that epitomized Armenian education: the Nersesian Academy in Tiflis; the 
Kevorkian Academy in Echmiadzin; and the Lazarian Academy in Moscow. 

134. Not all of this transformation was peaceful, however; there was often intracommunal 
conflict over the mode and pace of change. A case in point is the 1862 conflict within the Ottoman 
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Jewish community of Constantinople, between the religious conservatives and the Western modern- 
izers, as the former accused the latter on grounds of “subverting the young minds with Christian 
propaganda" (Sevilla-Sharon 1992: 93—95). See also Dumont (1982) for other such instances. 

135. This effect is best demonstrated in the case of one Armenian student, Sarkis Kukunyan, 
educated in St. Petersburg, who in 1890 formed an armed unit of 125 young Armenians and 
attempted to cross the Ottoman frontier. Even though all were destroyed, their bravery spread 
through the community in songs and iconographies (Minassian 1992: 35). 

136. Such movements started among the Muslim Turks only after the loss of Central European 
provinces, the rise of independence movements among religious minorities, and the surge of Western 
intervention in Ottoman affairs. 

137. These figures are based on the male populations only; female participation in the labor 
force, although substantial, was, of course, as in most other countries, not adequately reported. 

138. The figures were somewhat similar in the rest of the empire as well (Issawi 1982: 261— 
63). In the European parts of the empire, of the thirty-two bankers and bank managers, none were 
Muslims, and of the ninety bankers in the Asian provinces (excluding the Arab provinces, where 
many Arab Christian names were found) only two were Muslims. 

139. Although the pattern in the central lands of the empire may have been different, the 
research conducted so far, mainly in Smyrna (Kasaba 1988) and Constantinople (İnalcık 1973), 
supports the conjecture that the central pattern was similar to the provincial one. 
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1. The Ottomans created this word and its meaning as referring to a political system by the 
mid-nineteenth century to introduce into the Ottoman language the concept of civilisation, a French 
word that emerged in the mid-eighteenth century (Baykara 1992: 1; “Medeniyyet,” in EJ.) It was 
coined on the basis of the old Arabic word madina to refer to the secular political system believed to 
be common in Europe. In the late fourteenth century, Ibn Khaldun, whose work was well known to 
Ottoman intellectuals, had discussed the unique style of life that emerged as a consequence of living 
in a town as opposed to the desert. 

2. The term "cohort," employed here in its sociological sense, emphasizes that these indivi- 
duals became a group, a unit, through sharing a life experience, that of undergoing socialization 
through the Ottoman Westernization era. 

3. By the end of the nineteenth century, as Turkish nationalism took root in the Ottoman 
empire, the Turks became conscious of Western words incorporated into Turkish. Early in the 
twentieth century, the Turkish Republic started efforts to purify the language. The Turkish Language 
Association delineated Turkish words of foreign origin in an attempt to replace them with Turkish 
ones. See, for example, Demiray (1972) and Sinanoğlu (1972). 

4. The content analysis comprised taking a proportional sample from each letter of the 
alphabet. Hence my research design (1) divided the dictionary into the number of pages contained 
under each letter; (2) randomly selected a proportional number of pages from each letter; and (3) 
counted and tallied up the number and specific place of origin of each word. I then calculated the 
proportional representation of each Western unit. 

5. These were the two fifteenth-century works of Enveri and Nişancı, the sixteenth-century 
chronicle of Asikpasgazade, the works of an Ottoman chronicler, Pegevi, and a traveler, Evliya 
Gelebi, in the seventeenth century, and seven Ottoman embassy accounts from the eighteenth 
century. 

6. French was the dominant language of discourse in eighteenth- and nineteenth-century 
Europe as well, as had been Italian in the late eighteenth century, particularly in the courts. 

7. For one account of how an early Ottoman embassy to France diffused French language and 
culture into Ottoman society, see Göçek (1987). 

8. The first translation started with Frangois Fenelon's Telemaque, to be followed by Victor 
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Hugo's Les Miserables, Daniel Defoe's Robinson Crusoe (1864), Monte Cristo (1871—73) and 
“Atala” by Chateaubriand (1872), and “Paul et Virginie" in 1873 (Tanpinar 1982: 273). 

9. These words contained those such as asansör (ascenseur), gimendifer (chemin de fer), 
kalorifer (calorie fer) and telegraf (télégraphe) (Ahmed Lüfti 1872, XIII: 13). 

10. For example, "opinion publique" became efkar-i umumiye, "relations internationales" 
münasebat-i beynelmilel (Özön 1962: v). 

11. The intellectual was Abdülhak Hamid, and his play was based on the exile of Mithat Pasha, 
a very important Ottoman reformer, to Taif in 1884. 

12. E. P. Thompson described how this vision was socially constructed as "working men 
formed a picture of the organization of society out of their own experience and with the help of their 
education, which was above all a political picture—of where their lives stood vis-à-vis others" 
(1963: 712-17). 

13. This analogy is based on Frank Parkin's observation that "becoming class conscious, at least 
in the ideal-typical sense, could be likened to the learning of a foreign language: that is, it presents men 
with a new vocabulary and a new set of concepts which permit a different translation of the meaning of 
inequality from that encouraged by the conventional vocabulary of society" (1971: 90). 

14. As Marx argues in the German Ideology, “the separate individuals form a class in so far as 
they have to carry on a common battle against another class; in other respects they are on hostile 
terms with each other as competitors" ((1846] 1964: 77). 

15. In the late nineteenth century, as noted in Chapter Two, many intellectuals opposed to the 
sultan escaped to Europe and established newspapers and periodicals there. These Ottoman exiles 
were significant as a social group in articulating the identity of the Ottoman bourgeoisie vis-à-vis 
Western societies on the one hand and the sultan on the other. 

16. These Ottoman intellectuals thus had their education and skills as their new cultural capital 
(Gouldner 1979: 19). 

17. Of the ninety-three newspapers in the late nineteenth-century Ottoman empire, thirty-two 
were owned by Muslims (34 percent), twenty-one by Ottoman minorities (23 percent), three by 
foreign residents (3 percent), and the owners of thirty-seven (40 percent) were not stated. See Figure 
5 for more information on these newspapers. 

18. There was, for instance, a similar emphasis on physical and social separation of gender and 
on respect for the elderly. 

19. An "opera theater" was established in 1874, and a "popular theater" in 1875 (And 1992: 
66-67). 

20. Among such plays, one can cite Nuri’s Zamane Şıkları (Dandies of the Present) and /ste 
Alafranga (Here's Alla Franca), written under the pseudonym M.F. 

21. The most significant among these plays were Namik Kemal’s Vatan Yahut Silistre (Mother- 
land or Silistre), based on an Ottoman general's valiant but futile defense of an Ottoman fort, which 
led many of the spectators to rally on the streets in support for their own motherland, their own 
empire, which was dwindling away. 

22. The first plays in Turkish were Sinasi's (1826—71) Şair Evlenmesi (A Poet's Marriage), 
Namık Kemal's (1840-88) Vatan Yahut Silistre (Motherland or Silistre), Muallim Naci's (1852— 
1937) Hazım Bey, and Ebuzziya Tevfik's (1894-1913) adaptations from Victor Hugo. 

23. Occasionally there were Muslims, such as Ahmed Necip and Hüsnü Efendi, who, when 
acting in Schiller's Bandits, refused to take off their turbans and shave off their beards in a scene 
taking place in the Bohemian forests. Contemporaneous theater performances in Europe contained 
many similar anachronisms. 

24. For instance, two regulations included not smoking in the theater and sitting at the seats 
according to the numbers indicated on the tickets. Also, women were not permitted into theaters in 
1859, a ban that lasted until 1879, where special shows for women, or covered theater boxes, were 
supplied. Since such companies also performed in the residences of the elite, women in the house- 
holds may have had exposure to such performances before 1879. Interestingly enough, there were no 
such restrictions on children (And 1992: 52—53). 
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25. Such a bourgeoisie starts to dominate society in the Hegelian sense as it advocates property 
and legal rights, leads the process of professionalization, and develops a public sphere separate and 
independent from the state. Hegel's theory of civil society is “a response to the main danger of a 
natural right theory embodied in Jacobinism—namely, the absence of intermediary institutions 
between the individual and the state, and the possibility of terror precisely in the name of the people 
or citizen against the individual” (Cohen 1982: 26). Under such conditions, public identity, civic 
responsibility, and professional ethics rose to the forefront, as they indeed did in the Ottoman case. 

26. Indeed, a critical mass of educated individuals, voluntary associations, journalistic media, 
professional societies, universities, patronage networks, cultural organizations and other structures 
that establish intermediate identities between the family and the state are crucial in the formation of a 
civil society and the bourgeoisie such a society fosters (Clowes, Kassow, and West 1991: 6). 

27. Three different levels of such consciousness (Morris 1979: 37) can be differentiated de- 
pending on the level of organizational activity: consensus indicates the simple awareness of differ- 
ences, rights, and duties; labor consciousness signifies the awareness of conflict and the organization 
to protect one’s group against exploitation; and revolutionary class consciousness displays a sense of 
identity within an entire economic class, enabling the possibility of wholesale societal change in line 
with the interests of that particular class. 

28. “Civil” refers to the rights and obligations individuals accrue through living in an urban 
setting, and its Western roots can be traced to the Greek polis and politea. The term appears in a 
medieval Latin translation of Aristotle’s Politics and was discussed by St. Thomas Aquinas. The 
term was redefined in the eighteenth century during the Scottish and French Enlightenment and after 
the French revolution, which initiated a discussion of human rights and responsibilities and the role 
of the state in guaranteeing them. The current use of the term, shaped by Hegel and Gramsci, denotes 
those “interests, associations, organizations, loyalties, and authorities between the family and the 
state” (Lewis 1994: 47). Serif Mardin, who discusses the concept of civil society in the Ottoman 
empire (1962: 232; 1990: 9-15), argues that such a social space emerged through Ottoman internal 
dynamics as political opposition to the sultan created new media and organizations. 

29. This press mostly published general works, where historical chronicles and translations of 
Western science abound. There were printing presses established in the empire much earlier. Book 
printing was brought over in 1494 by Jewish exiles from Spain and Portugal, and the priest Apkar 
from Sivas founded the first Armenian press in 1568. The first Greek printing press was established 
in 1627 by Nikodemus Metaxas, a priest from Kafalonya (Göçek 1987: 108-15). 

30. The first Ottoman post office open to the public was established in 1839 in Constantinople, 
and its diffusion to the rest of the empire continued in the next few decades. The postal systems of 
the European embassies and the private postal services of companies such as shipping lines had 
formed from the early eighteenth century, in accordance with the conditions of the Passarowitz 
Treaty in 1699. Accordingly, the Austrians established the first private postal service in 1719, and 
this and other similar services could not be abolished until 1914, when the trade capitulations were 
abolished. The first telegraph line was established in 1855 by the British and the French during the 
Crimean war (Lewis 1979: 185), tying the Ottoman empire to Europe through the Austrian commu- 
nication network, and the telephone followed in 1909, thirty years after the Europeans. 

31. Usually, each reading house was known in terms of the particular newspaper read aloud in 
it. By attending such a house during the week, one could easily follow the events of the empire. The 
office-households thus started to lose their allure as the hub of knowledge. 

32. The guild system and the heterodox religious brotherhoods may be considered a third 
pattern; however, I argue that its organizational ethos is similar to the household. 

33. Associations were thus crucial to the process of class formation, as “associational life was 
one of the principal means by which various constituent groups of the bourgeoisie came together as a 
class” (Bradley 1991: 133-34). 

34. This development paralleled the European one, where the voluntary associations nurtured 
the printed media. In the West, in addition to newspapers, there were “books on merchant accounts 
and trade, geography and exploration, social etiquette and child rearing, history and law, gardening 
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and cookery, a well as the religious books which had previously dominated the output of the press" 
(Earle 1989: 11). 

35. The first European newspaper was published in France in 1631, La Gazette (Nüzhet 1931: 
8). The first London daily appeared in 1702 and the first literary magazine in 1709 (Earle 1989: 11). 

36. For instance, in the eighteenth century, the French embassy published Ottoman translations 
of two French books on military sciences written by French military advisors to the empire and an 
Ottoman grammar book for the use of foreigners. 

37. The number of such printing presses had almost doubled in the nineteenth century, from 
fifty-four to ninety-nine. 

38. The first Ottoman newspaper to be closed down was the Interpreter of Conditions 
(Terctiman-t Ahval) published by Sinasi, and it was closed for two weeks. 

39. One such newspaper that was banned and its journalists deported was ironically entitled 
[bret (Admonition) (Ahmed Lütfi [1875] 1991: 46). 

40. This quantitative information was derived from three separate sources on the history of 
printing in the Ottoman empire. I tabulated the number of newspapers established each year between 
1830 and 1890 and mapped out the result in Figure 5. There may have been some newspapers that 
were not mentioned by these sources, but the graph nevertheless makes clear the pattern of the 
relationship between the establishment of newspapers and the sultan’s censorship. 

41. By 1875, there were twenty-seven newspapers published in Constantinople, three in 
French, one in English and French, nine in Greek, nine in Armenian, three in Bulgarian, and two in 
Hebrew (Alemdar 1980: 17). 

42. Their circulation was often around fifteen to twenty thousand. 

43. As the memoir of one medical students states, “he went to one of the many reading salons 
in the city after school on Thursday and there he read all types of periodicals and newspapers” (Nur 
(1928] 1992: 111). The nominal fee for entering such salons was one gurush for students. 

44. Frank Parkin's (1971; 1974: 1—18; 1979) analyses of boundary formation among social 
groups through social exclusion and solidarism provide the two parameters around which a defini- 
tion of a voluntary association can be formulated. Exclusion refers to the collective practices of 
groups to control entry to valued positions, and solidarism to the collective responses of excluded 
groups that are themselves unable to maximize resources by exclusion practices. Parkin contextual- 
izes the process of social boundary formation by simultaneously analyzing the forces within and 
without the group in question. He bases his analysis on Max Weber's conception of social closure as 
“the process by which social collectivities seek to maximize rewards by restricting access to rewards 
and opportunities to a limited circle of eligibles" (Parkin 1974: 3). For another perspective on social 
closure, see also Murphy (1988). 

45. Indeed, this venue of interaction formed one of the social resources through which officials 
could challenge the sultan's control. The mosque, bazaar, and coffee houses provided other, more 
public media of interaction. 

46. The known members were (İhsanoğlu 1987c: 56—62) the president İsmail Ferruh Efendi, 
who had been the Ottoman ambassador to England between 1797 and 1800, Şanizade Ataullah 
Efendi, who was a chronicler, a physician, and the kadi of Eyüp, Melekpaşazade Abdülkadir Bey, 
the son of a prominent Ottoman statesman who had also been the sultan’s son-in-law, and Ket- 
hüdazade Mehmed Arif Efendi. Noting the social backgrounds of these members, Ihsano£lu argues 
(1987c: 73—74) that had the Ottoman sultans tried to reform existing Ottoman institutions rather than 
bringing in alternate Western-style ones, they could have bridged the emerging gap between West- 
ernized officials and traditional scholars. Such an argument dichotomizes the complex Ottoman 
social system and eludes the structural factors, such as wars with the West, that facilitated the 
development of Western-style military institutions and also diffused secular Enlightenment ideas. 
Change originating in the less religious, more heterodox Ottoman military thus set the tone for 
Ottoman transformation. 

47. The Ottoman term used to define their activities was bektasgilik, referring to the Bektaşi 
religious order that is known for its "polite contempt of orthodoxy" (Redhouse 1890: 151). 
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48. An earlier attempt in this direction had been initiated by the Ottoman Grand Vezir Damad 
Ibrahim Pasha, who formed, early in the eighteenth century, a committee to oversee the translation 
of significant Persian and Arabic works into Ottoman. This attempt ended abruptly in 1730 with a 
popular revolt (Ihsanoglu 1987b: 11). The chronicler Cevdet Pasha notes that the Ottoman Academy 
of Science was finally established in the 1870s with forty members that met once a month (Cevdet 
Pasha 1872: 46—47). 

49. These were seven Englishmen, five Germans, four French, one Dane, one Swiss, one 
Sardinian, one American, two Greeks, and one Armenian. 

50. A similar exception was drawn for the Ottoman Medical Society, which pledged that “it 
would not concern itself with religion and politics" (Unat 1987: 89). 

51. The reading room was open 3-11 PM every day except Tuesday. 

52. One paid a fee to use the library, but students were exempted from such payment. 

53. Some articles from the journal have titles such as Comparison between learning and 
ignorance," "The science of the wealth of nations," "Introduction to the science of geology," 
“History of the telegraph,” “History of the sages of Greece," and “On the necessity of work" 
(Mardin 1962: 240). The journal also owned a small printing press to publish the material. The first 
issue had a circulation of three hundred, of which eighty-four were purchased by groups or organiza- 
tions and two hundred and sixteen by individuals. 

54. The nature and development of this polarization will be the subject of my next book. 

55. Neale (1981: 68) concurs that these internal relations are often the key in assessing the 
extent of class formation in a particular context. 

56. Culture is the first terrain upon which social groups elaborate the category of nation; 
nationality can then become defined as “a complex, uneven and unpredictable process, forged from 
an interaction of cultural coalescence and specific political intervention, which cannot be reduced to 
the static criteria of language, territory, ethnicity or culture" (Eley 1981: 91). 

57. Miliband (1971: 23) even defined nationalism as false consciousness. Others have por- 
trayed nationalism, community, and religion as “the most important enemies of class consciousness" 
(Neale 1981: 45). 

58. The fact that there are not a corresponding number of such memoirs of Ottoman minorities 
is, in itself, very significant. 

59. The student and later Ottoman deputy governor in the East during the Armenian incident, 
who committed suicide when he realized he would be tried and executed for his role in the Armenian 
incident, was Dr. Resid Bey (Mehmetefendioglu 1897). 

60. If it did not, many reasoned, it was better to sacrifice one’s life for the motherland rather 
than live under tyranny. 

61. After this emphasis on the minorities, Kemal further notes the urban- rural divide, since the 
provinces provide both taxes and military conscripts while the urban centers supply neither. 

62. Specifically, Arthur Lumley Davids, Arminius Vambery, and Leon Cahun studied the 
Asian roots of the Turkic language groups. Thomsen and Radloff deciphered the ancient Orhun 
inscriptions in Central Asia, thus revealing Turkic groups to have ancient literate origins. 

63. Even though there is an extensive literature on the origins of Turkish nationalism, the 
recent works of Smith (1971, 1979, 1986), Gellner (1983), and Anderson (1983) bring new perspec- 
tives to the ethnic component of nationalism that have yet to be fully applied to the Ottoman context. 
Although I intend to study the social construction of Ottoman nationalism in more depth in my next 
volume, refer to Göçek (1993a, 1993b) for a preview of my interpretation. 


A [Askeri Kassam] 
Ayniyat 
B [Beledi Kassam] 
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CA [Cevdet Adliye] 


CAsk [Cevdet Askeri] 
CD [Cevdet Dahiliye] 
CH [Cevdet Hariciye] 
CI [Cevdet İktisat] 
CM [Cevdet Maliye] 
CS [Cevdet Saray] 

D [Topkapı Defter] 

E [Topkapı Evrak] 
HH [Hattı Hümayun] 
İbnülemin 

ID [Irade Dahiliye] 


KK [Kamil Kepeci] 
ME [Milli Emlak] 


MM [Maliyeden Müdevver] 
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Abbreviations of Archival Documents 


Archives of the Office of Islamic Ruling— The Registers of the 
Military Inheritance Partitioner 

Prime Minister's Archives—Goods and Properties Accountancy 
Collection 

Archives of the Office of Islamic Ruling— The Registers of the 
Urban Inheritance Partitioner 

Prime Minister's Archives—Rescript Collection 

Prime Minister's Archives— Cevdet Classification, Juridical 
Section 

Prime Minister's Archives—Cevdet Classification, Military 
Affairs Section 

Prime Minister's Archives—Cevdet Classification, Internal 
Affairs Section 

Prime Minister's Archives—Cevdet Classification, Foreign 
Affairs Section 

Prime Minister's Archives—Cevdet Classification, Economic 
Section 

Prime Minister's Archives— Cevdet Classification, Finance 
Section 

Prime Minister's Archives— Cevdet Classification, Palace 
Affairs Section 

Topkapi Palace Archives— Register 

Topkapi Palace Archives— Document 

Prime Minister's Archives— The Classification of the Imperial 
Orders 

Prime Minister's Archives—Ibniilemin Classification 

Prime Minister's Archives— State Decrees Collection 

Prime Minister's Archives—Kamil Kepeci Classification 

Prime Minister's Archives— National Properties Collection 

Prime Minister's Archives— The Registers of the Department of 
Finance 

Prime Minister's Archives— The Registers of the Petitions to 
the Sultan 
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